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Abstract
This research explored peer review strategies of L1 (native speakers of English) and L2
(non-native speakers of English) graduate student writers from different disciplines. The focus was
on how they revised their writing and which strategies they used. The study was conducted in a
Graduate Writing Workshop class at a public university on the U.S. - Mexican border in the United
States of America. Five participants were selected as case studies. The researcher collected data
by recording face-to-face peer review sessions, observing the class, interviewing the instructor and
students, collecting the students’ reflections, and gathering the students’ writing drafts. The results
revealed that L1 and L2 writers used various strategies in peer review, such as asking for
clarifications and giving examples. They selected the most helpful comments for their revision,
and they found that a peer review group that consisted of the students who were from different
language backgrounds and disciplines created the most challenge during peer review sessions.
These findings are meaningful for L1 and L2 peer review and writing development in American
educational settings and other countries all over the world.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
This chapter includes an overview of the study, a statement of research problem, a
background of the study, research questions and significance of the study, an overview of the
methodology, and a summary of each chapter.
1.1

An Overview of the Study
I am interested in research about peer review at a graduate level because I have been part

of peer review in my academic journeys, and I found that there were only few studies conducted
in a graduate writing class. Therefore, this study was conducted at a graduate writing workshop
class at a public university on the U.S. - Mexican border in the United States of America. In the
study, I explore how graduate students who were from mixed language backgrounds and
disciplines worked together in face-to-face peer review sessions, and I examine several peer review
strategies or types of responses the students used during peer review, as well as how the students
revised their texts. Finally, I examine the various kinds of peer review strategies that were
employed in peer review groups that consisted of different types of students.
1.2

Description of the Problem
The research that has been completed on peer review and L2 students has focused primarily

on undergraduate students in North America (Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008) and Taiwan (Cheng,
2009). Though many studies have focused on a variety of peer review structures, research is
lacking in how L1 and L2 writers interact together in the same peer review groups. For my study,
I examined face-to-face peer review and L1/L2 writing at a graduate level in an American
educational setting. Since there are few studies focusing on peer review in a graduate writing class
(Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008), this study could expand research regarding peer review at a
graduate level in classes with both L1 and L2 graduate writers.
Generally, peer review has the potential to play an important role in a writing process.
However, how to make peer review in writing classes effective is still questionable. In the ESL
1

context, few studies have been conducted to examine how peer reviewing has worked for graduate
students. My study fills this gap since it investigates how L1 and L2 graduate student writers use
peer review for improving their writing and it explores how the L1 and L2 graduate writers made
peer reviewing more effective. The findings could be useful for ESL writing classes and other ESL
writing contexts where L1 and L2 students are in the same classes. This study can help both
instructors and graduate students in places in addition to American writing classes. Since a few
studies have been conducted in a writing class at a graduate level in BANA countries: Britain,
Australia, and North America. My research could also be useful for students and instructors in
other countries all over the world such as India and Singapore.
In previous studies, researchers have examined the social dimensions of peer review teams
(Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Guerrero & Villamil, 1996; Nelson & Murphy, 1993), the impact of
peer review on the learners’ revisions (Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Guerrero & Villamil, 1996,
1998; Nelson & Murphy, 1993; Paulus, 1999), and learners’ perceptions of peer review
(Mangelsdorf, 1992; Sengupta, 1998). Some of these studies have found that learners had positive
perceptions of peer review and that there was a positive impact of peer comments on learners’
writing revisions (Paulus, 1999). However, other studies have revealed that learners had negative
perceptions of peer review (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Sengupta, 1998) and that there was a little impact
of peer review feedback on learners’ writing revisions (Connor & Asenavage, 1994).
Other studies have focused on strategies that L1 and L2 writers used in peer review for
developing their writing. These studies emphasized the overall effectiveness of peer review. Some
research highlighted strategies that students thought they were helpful or effective. For instance,
Hu (2005) pointed out that students employed the use of appropriate language for peer review to
make clear, specific, supportive, and critical comments. Aitchison (2009) revealed that students
selected the explicit feedback from written and spoken comments for revising their writing. ReeseDurham (2005) reported that students wisely chose feedback from peer review that could be
helpful for their writing. Also, Hyland (2000) found that students used peer feedback for a guide
in the writing process. Additionally, some research demonstrated that students had a specific
2

strategy for employing comments from peer review. For example, Tong (2007) stated that English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners focused on only grammatical issues for their writing
revision. Similarly, Brammer and Calera (2007) indicated that students used peer review for
catching some grammatical errors.
In recent years, a process-oriented approach has led to ESL/ EFL students learning how to
do multiple drafts and how to use feedback from peer review for improving their writing. Because
peer review could support a writing process, it was needed in ESL/EFL process-oriented writing
classrooms (Stanley, 1992). In the past, researchers focused on how to implement peer review,
emphasizing aspects such as student stances (Mangeldorf &Schlumberger, 1992), difficulties from
cross-cultural interaction (Carson &Nelson, 1994), and the significance of training (Stanley, 1992;
Zhu, 1995). Although researchers recently focused on peer review that could lead to best practices
(Hansen & Liu, 2005) and how to link peer review to writing quality (Min, 2006), peer review that
focused on L1 and L2 writers working together has not yet been significantly studied. This study
helped address these gaps.
1.3

Background of the Problem
The registration rates of international students in U. S. graduate schools increased 11%

from 2010-2011 (Fischer, 2011). Recently, the numbers of international students in U.S. graduate
programs grew 8% from 2011-2012 (Stacey, 2013). These students came to U.S. universities with
some writing challenges. For instance, they do not always understand a writing process, revision,
writing formats, and styles. They also might not know how to work with L1 and L2 writers.
Therefore, instructors need to develop class structures that will support these students.
My study took place in a Graduate Writing Workshop class at a public university on the
U.S. - Mexican border in the United States. The class included graduate students from different
disciplines (e.g. science, business, and education) and language backgrounds such as Spanish and
Arabic. The class was created to help graduate students improve their writing, especially their
theses and dissertations. In this class, students had to create a contract that described their writing
3

for each week. They needed to produce at least 5-7 pages of writing per week. Peer review was
used as a classroom activity, and peer review groups changed according to purposes of class
sessions. For instance, there were two class meetings each week on Tuesdays and Thursdays. On
Tuesdays the peer review sessions focused on the content of the student papers, and on Thursdays
the peer review sessions focused on issues with language and form. The goals of the course as
presented in a course syllabus were to increase students’ understanding of and proficiency with all
forms of communication in their fields (e.g. written, oral, and electronic), to improve students’
writing skills in their fields of study, to enhance students’ understanding of academic formats and
conventions, especially as the formats and conventions are relevant to students’ fields of study, to
increase students’ confidence as a writer, to perfect students’ academic writing style, and to help
students write steadily toward the completion of the project that they had identified for this course
(Fredericksen and Mangelsdorf, 2014). This course was taught by Dr. Norman (a pseudonym), and
I was a researcher in this class.
1.4

The Research Questions
The research questions are as follows:

1. What strategies do graduate student writers from mixed language backgrounds and different
disciplines use in peer review sessions?
2. How do graduate student writers use the strategies to revise their writing?
3. How do these strategies compare with the strategies used in (a) peer review groups of students
from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines, (b) peer review groups of students
from different language backgrounds but similar disciplines, (c) peer review groups of students
from similar language backgrounds and disciplines, and (d) peer review groups of students from
different language backgrounds and disciplines?
1.5

The Importance of the Research
The results from this research suggest how L1 and L2 graduate students in a writing class

used peer review for revising or developing their writing. Importantly, the results could be useful
4

for graduate writing classes and other ESL writing contexts. In particular, instructors and ESL
graduate students could use this research as a resource for making peer review more effective. My
study has a potential to help improve L1 and L2 peer review at other levels as well. Moreover, this
is a preliminary study that can lead to further studies.
1.6

An Overview of Methodology
This research is a qualitative study consisting primarily of case studies of graduate students

enrolled in a graduate-level Graduate Writing Workshop. The case studies focused on five
graduate students. Quantitative data such as a survey was not used in this study; however, the
selected students completed a Language History survey because this questionnaire could present
the students’ background information before the interviews. The data consisted of videos of inclass peer review sessions, classroom observations, interviews, and the students’ drafts of their
writing. For analysis, I used grounded theory (Jordan, 2009) which focuses on “continuing data
collection up to ‘saturation’— a point at which incoming data no longer suggests necessary
additional categories and at which a ‘theory’ accounting for the data ‘emerges’” (Jordan, 2009, p.
315).
A case study methodology was appropriate for my research goals and site. Yin (2003), who
has pointed out that a case study can help answer “how” and “why” questions, defines a case study
as it was “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life
context, especially when the boundaries between the phenomenon and context were not clearly
evident” (Yin, 2003, p.13). As Stake (1981) has noted, case studies are more concrete and more
contextual. Readers’ interpretations can expand understanding of case studies (Stake, 1981). Also,
case studies help investigators learn important events/situations, find descriptive details, and create
explainable results (Merriam, 1998).
The participants in this research were selected by purposeful sampling (Patton, 2002). In
other words, I chose participants who could be helpful for my study. Throughout the semester, the
students’ peer review sessions were recorded, observed, and studied. At the end of the semester,
5

the selected students’ writing (all drafts) were collected. The selected students and the
professor/instructor were interviewed at the beginning of semester, in the middle of the semester,
and at the end of the semester. Also, selected students’ reflections were collected three times in a
semester; they wrote reflections about their peer review experiences at the beginning of semester,
in the middle of the semester, and at the end of the semester. The purposes of the interviews and
the reflections were to find more information about how L1 and L2 writers work together and to
collect more details about the effectiveness of peer review sessions.
The grounded theory analysis consisted of “open coding,” which shows a data group that
came from researchers and participants’ views and “axial coding,” which indicates a data category
that was from the comparison between the previous and incoming data (Jordan, 2009). Data from
the transcriptions of the videos were grouped according to these categories:
1. Question: request for explanation and comprehension check.
2. Explanation: explanation of an unclear point in the text, explanation of opinion, and explanation
of content.
3. Restatement.
4. Suggestion: suggestion for revising the content, suggestion for revising the organization, and
suggestion for revising sentence structure.
After the initial coding, I supplemented my analysis by referring to Lockhart and Ng’s
(1995) work on reader stances, which helped me to better understand how L1 and L2 writers
worked together and allowed me to offer suggestions about how to make peer review sessions
more effective. These stances were also helpful for clarifying the students’ roles in peer review
groups. Lockhart and Ng’s (1995) framework includes four reader stances: the authoritative,
interpretive, probing, and collaborative stances. Lockhart and Ng (1995) described the reader
stances as follows:
1. The authoritative readers acted as troubleshooters and participated in peer review by using their
knowledge and opinions to comment on the texts. They believed that they could critique the texts
that were the final products. They pointed out the mixed ideas in the texts as well.
6

2. The interpretive readers used their personal preferences for commenting the texts in peer review,
and they emphasized what was already in the texts instead of what was missing from the texts.
3. The probing readers focused on writers’ meaning in the texts, and they usually asked for
clarification and further explanations in peer review.
4. The collaborative readers acted as facilitators, and they generally negotiated ideas with the
writers and asked for the possibilities for writing improvement.
Videos and class observation notes were analyzed together, and I used data from videos
and notes to support the interviews. Writing drafts from selected students were analyzed according
to how students used their peers’ comments revise their writing. Materials in this study were a
computer and a camera for recording videos, a computer or paper for taking notes, and questions
for interviews.
1.7

Summary of Each Chapter
This research is very significant for expanding other studies. It supports an investigation

about peer review in a graduate level since a few studies about peer review in a graduate writing
class have been conducted. Previously, researchers have focused on peer review and a writing
process. However, this study emphasizes peer review strategies, writing revisions, and how
differences and/or similarities of language backgrounds and disciplines affect peer review.
Importantly, my study can fill these research gaps. This research can help instructors improve
writing classes and support students to enhance peer review effectiveness and writing
development.
Chapter 1: Introduction
This chapter describes problems associated with peer review and explains why my study
is needed. The research questions are introduced. An overview of the study and methodology are
provided as background information.
Chapter 2: Literature review

7

This chapter analyzes the most important research concerning peer review in writing
classrooms, including research of both L1 and L2 students. The research gap is identified and an
argument is made for how this research project fills that gap.
Chapter 3: Methodology
This chapter explains why the particular methodology was selected and how my research
is conducted. I explain why case studies are appropriate for my study and how I use them to analyze
research data. I also point out why grounded theory is used for data analysis.
Chapter 4: How Graduate Student Writers Worked Together in Peer Review
This chapter identifies peer review strategies in peer review groups. It describes how L1
and L2 graduate writers used peer review strategies during the semester. The students’ roles in
peer review are categorized by following reader stances. I also explains why and how these reader
stances are important for peer review.
Chapter 5: How Graduate Students Writers Revised Their Writing
This chapter indicates how L1 and L2 graduate writers experience peer review. Descriptive
information of challenges in peer review is presented. How the students choose peer review
comments for their revisions and how they make writing progress are described.
Chapter 6: How Peer Review Strategies Were Used in Different Peer Review Groups
This chapter points out impacts of differences and/ or similarities of language backgrounds
and disciplines in peer review groups. It explains why a peer review group that contains students
who are from various language backgrounds and fields of study creates more challenges than a
peer review group that consists of students who have similar language backgrounds and majors.
Chapter 7: Conclusion
This chapter summarizes the findings of this study. It highlights the main results and how
they contribute to the previous studies. It offers some pedagogical implications and
recommendations. Also, this chapter illustrates what the limitations of the study are and explains
how further studies can expand my research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter connects peer review with writing process theories and covers topics such as
the modes and types of peer review, comparisons between L2 and L1 peer review, connections
between peer review and writing development, and the variety of strategies used by students during
peer review sessions.
2.1

Peer Review and Writing Process Theory
Writing process theory focuses on writing as a process rather than emphasizing a final

product and a form or a writing format (Liu & Hansen, 2002). It additionally helps students learn
that writing is a process of creating ideas and making meaning of texts (Flower & Hayes, 1981;
Susser, 1994; Zamel, 1982). Peer reviews, in which students make suggestions for revising each
other’s texts, support writing instruction in a process classroom (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005).
Peer review is a vital element for the writing process because it helps students learn how
to write multiple drafts and revisions, how to give their peers feedback, and how to use comments
from their friends (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005; Kroll, 1990; Liu & Hansen, 2002, 2005; Mangelsdorf
& Schlumberger, 1992; Zamel, 1995). Also, when students learn how to present their comments
to their friends and to accept their peers’ perspectives in a peer review session, it empowers them
to express themselves and to create ideas (Liu & Hansen, 2002). Peer review also helps learners
increase audience awareness (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005; Reid, 1993).
In a writing process classroom, students can effective use peer review if they focus on their
roles in different stages of writing. For instance, at a pre-writing stage, students can work on
gathering ideas for their writing assignments and providing feedback to their friends’ outlines. At
a revising stage, they can emphasize the clarity and coherence of writing when they comment on
their friends’ drafts. At a proofreading stage, they can check grammatical errors and give some
suggestions to their peers (Bello, 1997; Hyland, 2003b).

9

2.2

An Overview of Peer Review
Peer review is a complex activity that can be helpful for writing development, and it is part

of a writing process. Some researchers have pointed out that peer review is a complicated process,
and it needs specific training and structures for successful writers in both contexts of L1
(McGroarty & Zhu, 1997) and L2 (Stanley, 1992; Villamil & de Guerrero, 1996). Peer review is
sometimes called peer evaluation and peer response. In Peer response in Second Language
Writing Classrooms, Liu and Hansen (2002) describe peer response as follows:
Peer response is the use of learners as sources of information and interactants for each
other in such a way that learners assume roles and responsibilities normally taken on by a
formally trained teacher, tutor, or editor in commenting on and critiquing each other’s
drafts in both written and oral formats in the process of writing. (p.1)
Additionally, peer review, peer assessment, peer feedback, peer editing, and peer critique
are used as interchangeable terms (Karegianes, Pascarella, & Pflaum, 1980). Other researchers
have created a specific term for peer review. For instance, Topping and Ehly (1998) used Peer
Assisted Learning (PAL) instead of peer review and defined PAL as “people from similar social
grouping who are not professional teachers helping each other to learn and learning themselves by
teaching” (p.1). PAL included these terms: peer assessment, peer response, peer collaboration,
peer feedback, peer tutoring, and peer evaluation.
Writers normally employ peer review to receive some comments for their writing revision.
Peer review is generally used as a formative and ungraded process (Crossman & Kite, 2012). The
writers learn how to use their peer feedback and to generate ideas for writing improvement in peer
review sessions (Topping, Smith, Swanson, & Elliot, 2000). Clearly, it is important to explore how
students worked in peer review groups.
Generally, research has studied L2 writing that used peer review activities at an
undergraduate level in North America (Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008). For example, Zhu (2001)
revealed that native and non-native speakers in L1 and L2 writing classes at an undergraduate level
in a university in the southwest of the U.S.A. could make peer review more beneficial when they
had both oral and written feedback. However, only a few studies with regard to peer review in a
10

graduate writing class over the past 25 years in North America have been conducted (Leki,
Cumming, & Silva, 2008). Therefore, it is still important to study peer review at a graduate level
in an American educational setting because peer review can affect revision and writing progress.
In other countries, researchers have mostly focused on peer review at an undergraduate
level, and just a few studies have been conducted at a graduate level. For instance, Yang, Badger,
and Yu (2006) compared peer review and teacher feedback in a Chinese EFL writing class. They
found that peer review could play an important role in students’ writing though teacher feedback
was more accepted (Yang, Badger, & Yu, 2006). Cheng (2009) also explored ESL/EFL online
peer review at an undergraduate level in Taiwan. He suggested that the use of a computer and
technology outside classrooms could increase students’ learning time, and an online peer review
could expand face-to-face peer review (Cheng, 2009). Additionally, Crossman and Kite (2012)
studied peer review in graduate MBA classes with both native and non-native English speakers in
China. This research revealed that face-to-face peer review could help improve the quality of
writing assignments in MBA classes (Crossman & Kite, 2012).
In sum, in the U.S.A and other countries, L1 and L2 peer review has been studied, but
researchers have mostly focused on peer review at an undergraduate level. Since more L2 graduate
students have come to the U.S, and since many have some writing challenges, a study about peer
review at a graduate level can support these needs and improve effectiveness of peer review in
order to develop students’ writing.
2.3

Modes and Types of Peer Review
Regarding modes of peer review, some research suggested that online peer review is more

effective than face-to-face peer review. Chang (2012) studied 24 undergraduates in a writing class
at a university in Taiwan. The results revealed that a combination of different modes such as faceto-face and online peer review could increase students’ engagement, and students could learn
different strategies from various modes of their peer review to improve their writing. For instance,
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they had a specific class period so they had to focus on only the main points when they commented
on their friends’ drafts. They could have more feedback when they did online peer review.
Although this previous research suggested that online peer review could support students’
writing improvement better than face-to-face peer review, some other researchers have argued that
students in face-to-face peer review groups perform better in their writing revision. To shed light
on that, DiGiovanni and Nagaswami (2001) compared face-to- face and online peer review, and
they found that students used more negotiation in a face-to- face peer review group. This indicated
advantages of face-to-face peer review. Writers learned more effective techniques or strategies
from face-to- face peer review to improve their writing.
However, both face-to-face and online peer review can be effective. Liu and Sadler (2003)
studied 48 undergraduates in two freshmen composition classes at a university in the U.S. One
class had only L2 writers and another class had both L1 and L2 students. The findings revealed
that students produced more comments in the technology-enhanced mode but that students seemed
to have better communication in a traditional (face-to-face) peer review group. They suggested
that to improve students’ writing, both traditional and technology-enhanced modes should be
employed in L2 writing classes.
One common aspect of peer review in classroom settings is the amount of preparation that
students receive before they begin their peer review sessions. The training given to students about
how to work in peer review groups has been studied. Berg (1999) investigated 46 ESL students
from 19 different countries. They were in Intensive English Program at a university in the United
States. They were divided into two groups: an intermediate level and an intermediate high level
corresponding to their Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) scores. Their educational
backgrounds ranged from high school to graduate degree. None of them had had prior peer review
experiences in writing classes. In this study, the participants worked on one writing assignment.
The results indicated that a peer review group who was trained to do peer review positively
performed better revision types and writing quality than a peer review group without training.
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To examine the effectiveness of training students to do peer review, Min (2005) studied
the effect of peer review training. The participants included 18 EFL sophomore students in the
researchers’ composition class at a university in Taiwan. They were all in English majors. The
author revealed that the training could help students improve their comments. In other words, they
could produce more and better feedback in peer review. They also improved their strategies for
writing development, confidence, language acquisition, and their writing skills. Min (2006)
conducted more research by investigating 18 undergraduate students who were native Chinese
speakers at a university in Taiwan. The 18 undergraduates were trained to clarify writers’
intentions, to identify and to explain problems, and to provide specific suggestions. She found that
students used more comments in their revision and improved the quality of texts after the peer
review training. In this study Min (2008) also investigated the reviewer stances in peer review.
The researcher found that students held dominant prescriptive stance before the training, and held
the collaborative stance after the training.
With regard to preparing students to do peer review, Rahimi (2013) investigated 56 EFL
majors in a university in Iran. The findings revealed that students in a group of the peer review
with training had more writing improvement than a peer review group without any training. The
peer review group with training mostly focused on content and organization of writing while the
peer review group without training corrected only formal errors. Sato (2013) also explored 167
undergraduates in Japan, and she found that students who received training had better writing
improvement than the ones who did not receive any training. She stated that a collaborative
environment and positive social relationship supported the effective peer review as well.
2.4

L2 Peer Review
In previous studies, the researchers have been studied how L2 writers worked together in

peer review sessions. To investigate students from the same language backgrounds and majors,
Birjandi and Tamjid (2012) explored the role of self-, peer and teacher assessment in writing class.
This study included 157 TEFL (Teaching English as a Foreign Language) juniors in a university
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in Iran. The participants were divided into four experiment groups and a control group. They found
that a student group with self-, peer and teacher assessment had better writing performance. From
peer assessment, students could share some strategies for their writing development. Through a
peer review group, writers learned to compare their work, to analyze their mistakes, and to evaluate
their writing progress.
To learn more about peer review among students who were from similar language
backgrounds and disciplines, Eksi (2012) studied 46 English major students at a state university in
Ankara, Turkey. The participants were divided into two groups: a group had peer and teacher
feedback and another group had only teacher feedback. The results revealed that the peer review
group had more writing development, and students made many surface level changes and
increasingly made more deep-level changes. This study supported that peer feedback was a key
for writing development. Unlike Eksi (2012), Miao, Badger, and Zhen (2006) compared the use of
peer and teacher feedback in a Chinese EFL writing class at a university in China. They found that
students mostly used teacher feedback, but they recognized that peer review had an important role
for their writing improvement. Students learned more strategies or negotiations during peer review
sessions. They developed their communication and interpretation skills while they had peer
review. This indicated that similar language backgrounds and fields of study could support peer
review.
In a study that used L2 writers from different majors, Hu (2005) examined peer review in
an academic writing course for groups of Chinese ESL students at the National Institute of
Education in Singapore. Participants were from different majors and they had to be prepared for
freshmen courses. The author found that peer review was successful in his writing class. Students
learned how to improve their writing in terms of both rhetorical issues and language use. Reading
their peers’ writing and giving their peers feedback promoted their writing development. This
indicated that students who were from various disciplines might have some strategies for the peer
review effectiveness.
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With regard to research focusing on students from different language backgrounds, Nelson
and Carson (1998) studied three Chinese and two Spanish-speaking students who worked in three
peer review groups. The total participants included eleven ESL writers in a university in the U.S.
They revealed that the Chinese and Spanish participants preferred negative comments that
identified problems in their writing drafts. They also preferred the teacher’s feedback rather than
their peers’ comments. They believed that comments about grammar were ineffective in peer
review. To add to that, Paulus (1999) conducted a study with 11 ESL undergraduate international
students enrolled in a pre-freshman composition writing course at a university in the U.S. She
found that the participants used their peer and teacher feedback to revise their work by focusing
on meaning of the texts. The multiples drafts supported the students’ writing development.
In a study that included participants from the same major, Nicol, Thomson, and Breslin
(2014) investigated 82 undergraduates in a first-year engineering design class at a university in
Scotland. The participants were divided into groups of three for peer review. The results revealed
that students improved their judgment skills when they produced and received comments from
their peers. For instance, they learned how to evaluate their own work and their peers’ projects.
These studies regarding L2 peer review investigated L2 writers in peer review, but they
lacked the research that included all of these aspects: (a) peer review groups of students from
similar language backgrounds but different disciplines, (b) of students from different language
backgrounds but similar disciplines, (c) of students from similar language backgrounds and
disciplines, and (d) of students from different language backgrounds and disciplines.
2.5

L1 and L2 Peer Review: How L1 and L2 Writers Work Together in Peer Review
There have been some studies examining how L1 and L2 writers work together in peer

review sessions. Zamel (1983) explored skilled and unskilled writers, and she found that L1 and
L2 writers had similar strategies for revision. For instance, L1 and L2 experienced writers focused
on rhetorical- level aspects of their texts such as organization and paragraph orders than
inexperienced writers. Zhu (2001) studied 11 students in 3 peer review groups in 2 freshman
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composition classes at a university in the U.S. Each peer review group included both L1 and L2
writers. The results revealed that L2 writers had fewer turns and produced fewer language
functions during peer review. However, L2 writers were compatible to L1 writers regarding global
comments in their writing.
Glazer (2009) investigated the use of peer review with regard to attitudes, the writing, and
the retention of L1 and L2 learners at a college level in the United States. He found that peer review
had positive effects of all aspects in his study. In particular, students improved their writing due to
the positive influence of cooperative work from a peer review group. Furthermore, Kibler (2010)
studied how four Latino adolescents who had Spanish as their dominant language worked with an
English native speaker in a peer review group at a high school level in California. The researcher
found that Latino students used their first language during the interactions, which helped to
develop their writing effectiveness. Kibler (2010) also found that L2 student writers utilized their
native language effectiveness when they worked with English native speakers.
Regarding L1 and L2 graduate writers, Crossman and Kite (2012) investigated the use of
directed peer review to improve writing among graduates who were nonnative speakers of English
and native English speakers. They studied 208 graduates in a Business Communications course in
southern New England university Master of Business Administration (MBA) program. Students
were seventy percent nonnative speakers of English and thirty percent native English speakers.
The participants included students who represented more than 60 countries, and they had different
educational philosophies and pedagogical experiences. Students worked in pairs and they chose
their own teams for peer review. The results revealed that eighty percent of students focused on
the text clarification and the writers’ intentions. They also suggested that the face-to-face peer
review, rather than online, developed writing quality.
In addition, Cheng (2013) studied how L1 and L2 writers worked together by conducting
a case study of a Korean graduate student who was in a peer review group that consisted of Native
Speakers of English (NSE) and Non-Native Speakers of English (NNSE) in a university in the
U.S.A. He reported that NNSE writers gained disciplinary knowledge and developed effective
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strategies when they worked in a NSE and NNSE group. Additionally, Topping, Smith, Swanson,
and Elliot (2000) examined 12 students who were taking a two-year postgraduate course of
professional training in Scotland. Students were assigned to work in pairs during peer review. They
both had to have a different topic of their academic writing assignments. The researchers found
that students improved their writing quality through peer review practices.
Clearly, extensive research has been conducted on how L1 and L2 writers work together
in peer review groups. However, few studies have focused on L1 and L2 graduate writers who are
from mixed language backgrounds and different disciplines. There is also a need to examine the
strategies that peer reviewers use, as well as how they do (or do not) improve their writing.
2.6

Peer Review and Writing Development
Both learning theory and empirical studies have supported the idea that peer review aids

writing development. Peer review is a social process, and as Vygotsky (1978) has noted, learning
occurs through social interactions. Peer review sessions allow students to participate in
conversations about writing, which Bruffee (1984) has maintained is important for student writing
development. A peer review group is typically a kind of discourse community. A number of studies
have noted the positive effect of peer review groups on L2 writing (Carson & Nelson, 1996; Cheng
& Warren, 2005; de Guerrero & Villamil, 1994; Franken & Haslett, 2002; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz,
1992; Kong & Pearson, 2003; Liu & Hansen, 2002; Lockhart & Ng, 1995; McGroarty & Zhu;
1997; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Nelson & Carson, 1998; Paulus, 1999; Storch, 2002, 2005;
Swain & Lapkin, 1995; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Zhu, 2001). In particular, Tsui and Ng (2000) indicated
that collaborative activity in peer review could enhance both texts and writing competence.
In order for peer review to enhance writing development, students need to be prepared to
do peer review. Rollinson (2005) explained how to use peer review in the ESL class. He suggested
that these factors might influence peer review outcomes: peer response training, class set-up, class
sizes, students’ ages, languages, and cultures. Importantly, a teacher could be a key to support
effective peer review. Also, Hansen and Liu (2005) provided some guiding principles for effective
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peer response in ESL writing classes. They tested their principles at college, undergraduate, and
graduate levels. To help students improve their writing, planning and training activities should be
provided in before, during, and after peer response. For instance, a teacher should select a mode
of peer review, monitor students’ progress in a peer response group, and guide students how to
follow peers’ feedback for their revision. Additionally, Hoogeveen and van Gelderen (2013), in a
review of more 300 articles regarding peer response, concluded that instruction about strategies
improved peer response. Zheng (2012) also studied 28 ESL students at a university in China. He
found that teacher’s tutoring was needed for peer review because it could support collaborative
learning among ESL students.
There are some more elements that affect peer review and writing development. Wang
(2014) examined 53 Chinese EFL learners and six case study participants. He concluded that the
students realized the usefulness of peer review. The use of peer feedback was affected by these
factors: students’ knowledge of assignment topics, English proficiency, peer review attitudes, time
constraints of peer review, and interpersonal relationship. Similarly, Wong and Storey (2006)
studied 36 Hong Kong Chinese ESL students in a university. They found that students who had
high proficiency and attended peer review sessions had better writing development and performed
greater awareness of effective writing.
Storch (2005) investigated 23 ESL undergraduate students in Australia. The researcher
found that students who worked in pairs created shorter but better texts in terms of task
requirements, complexity, and grammatical accuracy than the students who worked individually.
Wigglesworth and Storch (2012) argued that students worked in pairs could enhance learning
because of a collaborative environment. It created opportunities for language discussions and
promoted students’ writing improvement. Similarly, Shehadeh (2011) studied 38 first year
students at a university in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). The participants were divided into 2
groups: one had to work in pairs and another had to work individually. The results showed that
instead of grammar, students who were in a collaborative group improved vocabulary, content,
and organization in their writing.
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Furthermore, Dobao (2012) studied 111 students in six intermediate level classes of
Spanish as a foreign language at a university in the U.S.A. In this study, 60 students were divided
into groups of 4, 30 students work in pairs, and 21 students worked individually. The participants
were English native speakers. The researcher found that students’ writing mostly improved when
they worked in groups because they had collaborative skills. Students in groups discussed more
and had more peer feedback than in pairs and individual work. Though pair work helped students
improve their writing, group work created the better writing development. The individual work
had least writing improvement.
2.7

Peer Review Strategies: How L1 and L2 Writers Interact in Peer Review
Interactions among students while they are in peer review groups are important to study in

order to learn what can help students improve their writing. Interactions can consist of assertions
in which students tell each other to make a change in their writing. Other interactions can include
asking questions of each other, arguing with each other, and clarifying ideas. Research on peer
review interactions has focused on the different interactive strategies that students from different
majors and/or language backgrounds use.
Though Belcher (1990) pointed out that students produced better comments than a teacher
if they were from the similar majors or disciplines, Mendonca and Johnson (1994) argued that
students from different majors perform better during peer review sessions. Mendonca and Johnson
(1994) studied 12 advanced nonnative English speakers in a writing course for international
students at a university in the U.S. They were paired according to their fields. Four pairs were from
the same majors and two pairs were from different majors. The researchers found that students
used these strategies during peer review: asking questions, offering explanations, giving
suggestions, restating what their peers said or wrote, and correcting grammar mistakes.
Regarding L1 and L2 writers with different language backgrounds, Nakamaru (2008)
examined 5 multilingual undergraduate writers at a university in the U.S. She revealed that
students who had different backgrounds had different strengths and weaknesses in writing, and
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that oral proficiency can improve peer review. Moreover, Maher et al. (2008) investigated L1 and
L2 graduate writers who were in doctoral student writing group at a university in Australia. The
students used peer review as a key for their writing team. They learned that peer response generated
their writing skills and supported their academic and critical thinking skills. Though they were
from different language backgrounds, they improved their writing and helped each other become
successful writers.
Some studies focusing on students from different language backgrounds in peer review
focused on the “givers” of the feedback and the “receivers” of the feedback. Lundstrom and Baker
(2009) explored how the givers and receivers performed in peer review groups. The participants
were 91 students at the English Language Center in a university in the U.S. These students spoke
eight different native languages. The researchers found that the givers who focused only on
reviewing peers’ writing had better writing development than the receivers who emphasized
exclusively how to use peers’ comments. The various native languages did not seem to affect the
effectiveness of peer review.
Rouhi and Azizian (2013) studied 45 EFL students at a university in Iran. They divided
students into three peer review groups: givers, receivers, and a comparison group. The findings
suggested that receivers made the most writing improvement, and receivers had better writing
improvement than a comparison group that neither gave nor received peer comments. Importantly,
the key for writing development and peer review effectiveness was the roles in peer reviews groups
although the students had different language backgrounds. This indicated that the differences of
language backgrounds might not actually influence peer review.
Research on how students interact in peer review sessions has focused on several factors.
Lockhart and Ng (1995) pointed out that the writers in their study used the collaborative stance for
effective writing revision, while Mangelsdorf and Schlumberger (1992) revealed that students
preferred a prescriptive stance rather than a collaborative stance for peer review. In terms of the
peer feedback use in revision, Nelson and Murphy (1993) found that writers used their peers’
comments for revision, and they used more peers’ suggestions if they had more cooperative work
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in their peer review group. Also, Mendonca and Johnson (1994) revealed that students employed
their peers’ feedback in more than fifty percent of their revision. Stanley (1992) pointed out that
students made more revisions if they were trained and received guiding strategies for peer
response.
2.8

Research Gap
This literature review has shown that although peer review has been extensively studied in

research on both L1 and L2 students, several gaps remain. First, research on graduate students and
peer review has been limited. Few studies have focused on both L1 and L2 students interacting
together in peer review groups, and few still have examined both L1 and L2 students from different
disciplines who work together.
2.9

The Research Questions
This study focused on the strategies that L1 and L2 graduate writers used in peer review

and in their writing revision. To guide the study, the research questions were as follows:
1. What strategies do graduate student writers from mixed language backgrounds and
different disciplines use in peer review sessions?
2. How do graduate student writers use the strategies to revise their writing?
3. How do these strategies compare with the strategies used in (a) peer review groups of
students from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines, (b) of students from different
language backgrounds but similar disciplines, (c) of students from similar language backgrounds
and disciplines, and (d) of students from different language backgrounds and disciplines?
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Chapter 3: Methodology
In this chapter, I explain my methodological framework, the research context, data
collection, and data analysis. I also reflect on my role as a researcher in this study.
3.1

Research Questions
To review, these are my research questions:
1. What strategies do graduate student writers from mixed language backgrounds and

different disciplines use in peer review sessions?
2. How do graduate student writers use the strategies to revise their writing?
3. How do these strategies compare with the strategies used in (a) peer review groups of
students from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines, (b) of students from different
language backgrounds but similar disciplines, (c) of students from similar language backgrounds
and disciplines, and (d) of students from different language backgrounds and disciplines?
3.2

Case Study
Yin (2003) has pointed out that a case study could respond to “how” and “why” questions,

and he indicated that a case study was “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary
phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between the phenomenon
and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 2003, p.13). Stake (1981) has noted the importance of
a case study by saying that knowledge from a case study is different than knowledge from other
types of research because case study knowledge is more authentic and more informative. Also, a
case study can help researchers learn the vital circumstances, find descriptive information, and
produce reasonable findings (Merriam, 1998).
Case study was my method of choice for this study because it helped me examine the
complex interactions within peer review groups and the effects that these interactions had on the
ways that the graduate students revised their texts. The depth of study offered by a case study
methodology also helped me describe the strategies that students used in their peer review groups.
In short, a case study procedure could greatly support the investigation of my research questions.
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3.3

Research Context
To understand the nature of the research, this section describes the university information

and the course context.
3.3.1 The University Information
My study was conducted at the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP). At the time of the
study, the enrollment at UTEP included more than 23,000 undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral
students, and 91.88 % of the students were from the U.S. and only 8.12% of this population were
international students (UTEP, 2015). The Graduate School at UTEP offers 20 doctoral programs,
78 master's programs and 25 certificate programs (UTEP, 2015). There are 3,262 graduate students
at UTEP, and graduate students’ disciplines are business, education, engineering, health sciences,
liberal arts, nursing, and science (UTEP, 2015).
3.3.2 The Course Context
The data collection of my study occurred in a class of ENGL 5316 (Graduate Writing
Workshop), which was a graduate level course that the English Department offered for UTEP
graduate students. The course was designed for graduate students who were from different
language backgrounds and disciplines (Fredericksen and Mangelsdorf, 2014). The course
objectives indicated in the syllabus of ENGL 5316 included these goals:
 To increase students’ understanding of and proficiency with all forms of communication
in their fields—written, oral, and electronic.
 To improve students’ writing skills in their fields of study.
 To enhance students’ understanding of academic formats and conventions, especially as
they are relevant to their fields of study.
 To increase students’ confidence as a writer.
 To perfect students’ academic writing style.
 To support students to write steadily toward the completion of the project that they have
identified for the course.
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This course could be mostly helpful for students who were working on their theses and
dissertations.
I gathered my research data in spring 2012. For that semester, students had to meet in class
on Tuesdays and Thursdays for 16 weeks. Each class meeting took one hour and twenty minutes.
On Tuesdays, the peer review sessions focused on the content of the students’ papers; students
were told to not pay attention to grammar. On Thursdays, the peer review sessions concentrated
on proofreading, grammar problems, punctuation, word choices, sentence structure, and formats.
They received feedback for their writing both from their group members and the instructor in each
class meeting. Each week, students had to submit a piece of writing (about 5 pages) to the
instructor. Students used their writing for face-to-face peer review during class meeting time.
At the beginning of the semester, the instructor reviewed general principles of peer
reviewing, such as how to make constructive comments and to not take criticism personally. That
was the limit of preparation that focused on how to work in peer review groups. However, the
instructor carefully monitored the peer review groups throughout the semester, and she would
individually intervene in sessions that were unproductive or stalled.
At the beginning of each class day, the instructor would direct the students to focus on a
particular aspect of writing in the peer review sessions. She did this by providing a short lesson
(about 20 minutes), a worksheet, a handout, and reading materials so that students could have some
guides for a peer review session. For example, one day the instructor assigned students to read a
section of how to use punctuation in the textbook. Then she provided a short lesson of how to use
punctuation such as a comma and a semicolon. She explained why punctuation was needed in
writing and how to use it properly. She also gave students a handout of a punctuation list including
examples of how to use each one in the texts. Next, students had to complete a worksheet. These
activities facilitated peer review sessions because students learned what should focus on when they
were giving friends feedback during peer review.
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3.4

Participants
The participants in this research were selected by purposeful sampling (Patton, 2002). Also,

Merriam (1998) points out that researchers would find out more meaningful information if they
select participants by purposes. Therefore, I chose participants who could be useful for my study.
Subjects or participants of the study were two groups of graduate students in a section of a graduate
writing workshop class at the University of Texas at El Paso. Each group in this class has about 34 students. In the spring 2012 semester, there were two sections of the class, and each section had
ten students. I attended both sections for a whole semester to collect my data. Overall, I had 44
class visits in which I videorecorded the peer review sessions. After the end of the semester, I
selected only one section for my data analysis because some students missed the class many times
in another section. I chose five students for my case study because they had fully participated in
peer review, and they could provide me more information. They also seemed interested in
participating in my research.
3.4.1 Overview of Participants
To protect the participants’ privacy and confidentiality, all participants’ names in this study
are pseudonyms.
The instructor, Dr. Lydia Norman, received her Ph.D. in Rhetoric and Composition and
was an Associate Professor. She had taught undergraduate and graduate writing classes, including
Technical Writing and Bilingual Professional Writing. She was a fluent Spanish speaker and had
taught Spanish for a number of years at the high school level. She used peer review in all of her
writing classes. Many of her students had been L2 writers.
The student participants were Carlos, Donna, Kadar, Munir, and Tyler. The following
tables present more information of these study participants.
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Table 3.1: Background Information of Student Participants.
Name

Gender Age

Native
Country

Native
Language

Age start
learning
English

Language
at home

Years
in
U.S.

Spanish
Spanish

Language
that was
learned
first
Spanish
Spanish

Carlos
Donna

Male
Female

30
37

Mexico
Mexico

11
19

7
14

Libya
U.S.

Arabic
English

Arabic
English

33
2

U.S.

Spanish
English

Spanish

10

Spanish
Spanish
English
Turkish
Arabic
English
Spanish
Arabic
Spanish

Kadar
Munir

Male
Male

43
29

Tyler

Male

22

3
29
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As can be seen from the above table, one female and four male students were selected for
the participants of this study. In fact, male students were more active and had more participation
than female students in the class of Graduate Writing Workshop. The ages of the participants were
from 22 to 43 years old. The age average was 32 years old.
Two students (Munir and Tyler) were from the United States, and other two students
(Carlos and Donna) came from Mexico. Another student (Kadar) was from Libya. The students
who were classified as L1 writers or native speakers of English included Munir and Tyler because
their said their native language was English. Carlos and Donna indicated that their native language
was Spanish and Kadar’s native language was Arabic; therefore, these three students were
categorized as L2 writers or non-native speakers of English.
Interestingly, though Tyler was considered as an L1 writer, he started learning Spanish first
and the language that he used at home was Spanish. He then learned English later. For that reason,
his native languages were Spanish and English. According to Valdez (1992), he can be classified
as a functional bilingual. In my class observations, I noticed that his peer review group members
called him a native speaker of English, and they mostly followed his comments in both content
and proofreading groups because they trusted him. However, he sometimes said that he was both
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an L1 and L2 writer. He was an L1 writer in a content group and he was an L2 writer when he was
in a proofreading group because he was not truly confident in English grammar.
Since Munir was born in the United States, he started learning English when he was two
years old. Although Tyler was born in the U.S., he began learning English when he was ten. Carlos,
Donna, and Kadar started learning English when they were 11, 19, and 33 respectively. Munir was
the youngest one and Kadar was the oldest one when they first learned English.
Another interesting fact was that there were similarities and differences of the participants’
languages used at home. For instance, both Kadar and Munir used Arabic at home. Carlos, Donna,
Munir, and Tyler used Spanish at home. Only Donna and Munir used English at home. Donna also
used Turkish with her family members.
In terms of years in the U.S., Munir spent the longest time, which was 29 years in the U.S.,
and Kadar had just been in the U.S. for only 3 years. Tyler, Donna, and Carlos have been in the
United States for 22, 14, and 7 years respectively. The years that the participants have spent in the
U.S. might affect their English proficiency and confidence of English use.
In the next table, the participants’ abilities in English and their other languages’ skills were
displayed.
Table 3.2: Abilities in English and Other Language of Student Participants.
Name

Field of study

Reading

Writing

Speaking

Comprehension

Carlos

Ph.D. in Health
Science
M.A. in Education
Ph.D. in Biology
M.A. in Public
Health
M.S. in
Environmental
Science

9

7

8

9

10
4
9

10
5
9

10
5
9

10
6
8

8

7

9

10

Donna
Kadar
Munir
Tyler

Ability in
other
language
French
Italian
Turkish
none
Arabic
Spanish
English
Spanish

Note: Students determined their own abilities of English proficiency. Scales of English
proficiency was 1-10 (1= not fluent and 10 = very fluent).
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As the above table showed, Carlos was doing his Ph.D. in Health Science. His strengths of
English abilities were reading and comprehension. His speaking was quite good; nonetheless, his
weakness was English writing. He also learned French and Italian as additional languages.
Donna was working on her Master’s degree in Education. Amazingly, she rated all of her
English skills as the maximum scores: ten out of ten. She considered herself as a very fluent user
of English although she was a non-native speaker of English. She additionally knew Turkish as
her other language ability.
Kadar was from a Ph.D. program in Biology. He was quite confident in comprehension;
however, his reading was below average. His writing and speaking skills were just fine. He realized
that he was an L2 writer. He indicated that he did not learn other languages, but he knew only
Arabic and English.
Munir was pursuing his Master’s in Public Health. He was good at reading, writing, and
speaking. He rated nine out of ten for those skills. His comprehension ability was marked as eight
out of ten. In other words, he rated himself as quite fluent in English understanding. Though he
was a native speaker of English, he did not rate the maximum scores for all English skills. He also
knew Arabic and Spanish.
Tyler was a graduate student in a Master’s program in Environmental Science. He was very
confident in comprehension. His self-reported English abilities of comprehension, speaking,
reading and writing were 10, 9, 8, and 7 respectively. Though he was grouped as an L1 writer, his
weakness was writing. He specified that he knew only Spanish and English.
Three out of five participants claimed that they were not good at writing. To specify,
Carlos, Kadar, and Tyler were in the course of Graduate Writing Workshop because they wanted
to improve their writing. Munir and Donna were taking this class because they were going to
graduate by the end of the semester. This class was not a requirement for their programs of study,
but they took it to follow the minimum credit requirement for registration. Ultimately, these five
participants had the same goals of their study in this class. According to their interviews, they all
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would like to improve their writing, and they expected to be better writers in the future. In
particular, they wanted to be successful in the process of writing.
3.5

Data Collection
Since I needed to use human subjects in my research, I applied for an Institutional Review

Board (IRB) approval. After I received IRB consent forms, I contacted the instructor of the ENGL
5316 class to let her know that I received an IRB approval and I asked her if I could work on my
data collection in her class. The instructor gave me permission to gather my research data. I gave
her an instructor IRB consent form and she signed it outside of the classroom. Then, I gave the
students the student IRB consent forms and they signed the forms before they started the class
meeting. All students signed the consent form. The instructor and student IRB consent forms were
included in the Appendix D and E.
Materials in this study were a computer and a camera for videos, a computer or paper for
taking notes of class observations, questions for student and the instructor interviews, and a
language history survey. The language history survey, questions for students and instructor
interviews, and consent forms for the instructor and students are given in the Appendix.
I discussed with the instructor before selecting my study participants because the instructor
knew the students’ disciplines and she explained how she organized peer review groups in her
class. The instructor grouped students by focusing on the similarities of disciplines. The students
who were from the same majors worked in the same content groups, and the proofreading groups
consisted of the students who were from mix language backgrounds and disciplines. To learn about
students’ background information, I asked students to complete a language history survey at the
beginning of the semester. The survey, which was adapted from a language history questionnaire
at UTEP, is presented in the Appendix A.
For video records and case studies, I observed, studied, and recorded peer review sessions
that contained the selected students. I collected 629 minutes of video of peer review sessions and
I had 20 pages (8,740 words) of class observation notes. I focused on the participants in their peer
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review groups for a whole semester. In particular, the selected peer review groups included both
L1 and L2 graduate writers. At the end of the semester, the participants’ writing drafts (527 pages)
were collected. The selected students and the instructor were interviewed at the beginning of the
semester, in the middle of the semester, and at the end of the semester. The questions for these
interviews are included in Appendix B and C. Also, selected students’ reflections (19 pages: 3,803
words) were collected three times in a semester. Specifically, the students wrote reflections about
their peer review experiences at the beginning of semester, in the middle of the semester, and at
the end of the semester. The guidelines and guided questions for reflections were as follows:
-

When you write your reflection, you may think about how you feel about peer review
and what you learn from peer review.

-

Do you have any challenges in peer review sessions?

-

How about your progress of writing? Did you improve your writing? Why or why not?
How?

-

There is no limitation for your reflection. You may spend about 10-15 minutes to write
it.

The purposes of the interviews and the reflections were to find more information about
how L1 and L2 students worked together and to collect more details about the effectiveness of
peer review sessions.
To extend this data, I recorded the students’ final presentations and gathered 54 slides of
PowerPoint presentations at the end of the semester. In these final presentations, the students
described what they had learned in the class. This information was used for verifying how the
students learned in peer review and how they revised their texts to make writing progress during
the semester.
3.6

Data Analysis
All of the students and instructor interviews, the students’ final presentation videos, and

the videos (629 minutes) of face-to-face peer review sessions were first transcribed. The
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transcriptions of the interviews were 63 pages (19, 026 words) and the transcriptions of the
students’ final presentations were 18 pages (9,069 words). The transcriptions of peer review videos
were 257 pages (65,789 words).
Then, I coded the data using a modified version of grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss,
1967). It included “open coding” which was a data group that came from researchers and
participants’ views and “axial coding” which was a data category that was from the comparison
between the previous and incoming data (Jordan, 2009). I used “open coding” as a first stage of
my data analysis. I grouped peer review strategies from the video transcriptions of in-class peer
review sessions. Next, I employed “axial coding” as a second stage in the analysis. I found 13
categories of peer review strategies. These categories were from the video transcriptions of faceto-face peer review sessions.
To sharpen my analysis, when I analyzed the videos of the peer review sessions I modified
the grounded theory approach by adapting Mendonca and Johnson’s (1994) categories of peer
review strategies:
-

Question: questions were used when students requested for explanations or they needed
to check their understanding.

-

Explanation: explanation was used when students needed some explanation of an
unclear point in the texts, of opinions, and of contents.

-

Restatement: restatement was used when students repeated what was said.

-

Suggestion: suggestions were used when students needed to revise the content,
organization, and sentence structure.

I employed this framework as a guideline for my data analysis. Instead of specifying all
small details of each category as in Mendonca and Johnson’s (1994) framework, I created codes
for the coding process:
CL = Clarification
CO = Confirmation
SU = Suggestions
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EX = Explanations
QU = Questions
AG = Agreement
UNC = Uncertain Comments
DISAG = Disagreement
RE = Repetition
EXA = Examples
COM = Compliment
DISC = Discouragement
CODE = Code
The following are illustrations of these codes:
Munir: Yeah, one study comma or one study was conducted in Kenya did this, but then if
it’s multiple ones you could instead of putting all the authors and the years and
the citation in the middle of the sentence, just put it at the end, (SU) especially if
it’s on multiple studies, ‘cause I always find it harder to read as a reader. (EX)
Kadar: Oh okay. (CO)
Munir: But like ‘cause you do that over here too, but for me to get to this point I have to
go through this, and I’m kind of losing track, so. But at least if I know it’s at the
end I can skip it. You know if the reference is at the end I can skip it because I
don’t have to keep on reading. (EX)
Kadar: Definitely. (CO)
As can be seen from the above dialogue between Munir and Kadar, I found that Munir gave
Kadar some suggestions, so I put (SU) as a code for “suggestions.” When Munir provided Kadar
some explanations about Kadar’ texts, I put (EX) as a code for “explanations.” Then, I put (CO)
as a code for “confirmation” when Kadar accepted what Munir previously said. The definitions
and examples of each code from my coding processes will be provided and discussed in the next
chapter.
In addition, I investigated reader stances in the peer review sessions and analyzed students’
comments by following a framework of Lockhart and Ng (1995) which included four reader
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stances: the authoritative, interpretive, probing, and collaborative stances. Lockhart and Ng (1995)
described the reader stances as follows:


The authoritative readers acted as trouble shooters and participated in peer review by using
their knowledge and opinions to comments the texts. They believed that they could critique
the texts that were the final products. They pointed out the mixed ideas in the texts as well.



The interpretive readers used their personal preferences for commenting the texts in a peer
review, and they emphasized what was already in the texts instead of what was missing
from the texts.



The probing readers focused on writers’ meaning in the texts, and they usually asked for
clarification and further explanations in peer review.



The collaborative readers acted as facilitators, and they generally negotiated ideas with the
writers and asked for the possibilities for writing improvement.
These reader stances could help describe how L1 and L2 writers worked together and how

these stances could make peer review sessions to become more effective. These reader stances
were also helpful to identify students’ roles in their peer review groups.
3.7

Grounded Theory
The term of “Grounded theory” was used in The Discovery of Grounded Theory by Glaser

and Strauss in 1967 (Oktay, 2012). Wertz et al. (2011) have stated that grounded theory was
introduced as a logical process of data analysis. They also pointed out that grounded theory could
be used for studying “organizations, social world, and policies beyond the individual level of
analysis” (p.169).
Charmaz (2006) found that grounded theory could help researchers explore what they
would like to study, and they could develop their learning by creating theories to explain what they
found. She defined grounded theory as “a method of conducting qualitative research that focuses
on creating conceptual frameworks or theories through building inductive analysis from the data”
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(Charmaz, 2006, p.187). I believed that grounded theory could support my research analysis
because it had a systematic process and it could produce a reliable outcome.
In the classic grounded theory, Glaser and Strauss (1967) discussed the discovery of
grounded theory, and they pointed out that theories were emerged from data. In contrast to their
argument, Charmaz (2006) has argued that we do not discover data or theories, but we are part of
what we study. Our grounded theories are constructed by “our past and present involvements and
interactions with people, perspectives, and research practices” (Charmaz, 2006, p.10).
Generally, a researcher might use both qualitative and quantitative methods in a research
project (Strauss, Bucher, Ehrlich, Schatzman, & Sabshin, 1964). Some researchers have argued
that a single method (qualitative or quantitative) might not be able to completely address findings
for research because one method may not find several dimensions of results. However, most
researchers have focused on one method (a qualitative or quantitative method) depending on what
they studied and the nature of the research problems (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).
For my study, I mainly emphasized the qualitative method because of my research contexts
and purposes. I used grounded theory because it could uncover the important characteristics of
phenomenon, provide intensive explanations, and form the holistic clarifications (Merriam, 1998).
3.8

Researcher’s Roles
Since researchers have to clearly describe their roles in their research (Glesne, 2006), I

need to define my researcher’ roles in the study. I am an L2 graduate writer who took the Graduate
Writing Workshop class before I conducted this study. As a graduate student, I participated in
many peer review sessions in classrooms, at graduate peer review associations, and at the
University Writing Center (UWC). I have worked with both L1 and L2 graduate writers in peer
review. My peer review experiences could support my data analysis because I had some
understandings of peer review. Also, I am an international graduate student. My language
backgrounds are Thai, Lao, Japanese, French, and English. My disciplines include English,
English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a Foreign Language (EFL), Education, and
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English Rhetoric and Composition. My background no doubt influenced by observations how the
L1 and L2 graduate writers performed in the peer review sessions that I studied. I was both an
insider and an outsider as a researcher. However, the amount of data that I collected and the
procedures I used to analyze that data have helped me maintain a large degree of objectivity.
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Chapter 4: How Graduate Student Writers Worked Together in Peer Review
This chapter focuses on how both L1 and L2 writers worked together in the peer review
groups that I studied. In addition to being from mixed language backgrounds, the students were
from different disciplines. I explain how the students verbally responded to each other while they
were having face- to-face peer review sessions in their classroom. This chapter is divided into three
main sections. In the first section I describe the strategies that students used as they gave and
received feedback in their peer review groups throughout the semester. The second section focuses
on peer review strategies at different times during the semester (beginning, middle, and end).
Finally, I explain the different reader stances that the students assumed in their peer review groups.
4.1

Peer Review Strategies: Types of Responses in Peer Review Sessions
From the video transcriptions of peer review sessions in classroom, I found that graduate

writers from mixed language backgrounds and different disciplines used various strategies during
peer review. The peer review strategies in this research consisted of the ways that students
responded to each other’s texts in their face-to-face peer review sessions and what types of
guidance they gave to each other. I follow Mendonca and Johnson’s (1994) framework by coding
the video transcriptions of face-to-face peer review sessions into categories. The results revealed
that L1 and L2 graduate writers in my study applied the following strategies to their peer review
groups. In order of frequency, they are clarification, confirmation, suggestions, explanations,
questions, agreement, uncertain comments, disagreement, repetition, examples, compliments,
discouragement, and code. These strategies were used when students are both the givers and
receivers of feedback.


Clarification (CL): L1 and L2 graduate writers indicated or stated what they were talking
or writing about. Examples include “What I mean is this,” and “The definition of this term
is . . .”
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Confirmation (CO):

L1 and L2 graduate writers accepted previous statements in

conversations. Examples include “Yes, it is right,” and “Yes, that’s what I am trying to
say.”


Suggestions (SU): L1 and L2 graduate writers provided some choices or possibilities to
improve or correct texts. Examples include “You may use another word that would work
better,” and “You should delete this sentence and elaborate this section.”



Explanations (EX): L1 and L2 graduate writers described details and used reasons for their
descriptions. Examples include “I don’t understand what you are talking about in this
section because your writing is confusing,” and “This is not clear because you don’t
provide enough details.”



Questions (QU) L1 and L2 graduate writers asked questions when they did not understand
contents in conversations. Examples included “Can you give me some examples?” and
“What is it about?”



Agreement (AG): L1 and L2 graduate writers agreed with comments or feedback.
Examples include “Yes, I agree with that,” and “Okay, you are right.”



Uncertain Comments (UNC): L1 and L2 graduate writers were not certain about contents
or their comments. Examples include “I am not quite sure if we can put a semicolon here,”
and “I am not certain about this.”



Disagreement (DISAG): L1 and L2 graduate writers disagreed with comments or previous
statements. Examples include “No, I disagree,” and “No, I don’t think so.”



Repetition (RE): L1 and L2 graduate writers repeated their words, sentences, and
comments in conversations. Examples include “It is too vague…Again it is too vague,”
and “This is so confusing…This is very confusing.”



Examples (EXA): L1 and L2 graduate writers provided instances to improve understanding
and for correction. Examples included “You should use another word such as innovative
or advanced,” and “For instance, you may put a period here and start a new sentence.”
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Compliment (COM): L1 and L2 graduate writers encouraged their peers about writing.
Examples include “Your writing is very good,” and “I like your writing and I think it is
better than the last draft.”



Discouragement (DISC): L1 and L2 graduate writers used negative words when they
provided feedback. Examples include “Your writing is bad,” and “I think you never
improve your writing.”



Code (CODE): L1 and L2 graduate writers employed peer review codes or signs for their
comments. Examples included “When I use “WC,” it means you should consider Word
Choice,” and “When we say “SS,” we are discussing Sentence Structure.”
The following table shows types of peer review strategies that the graduate students in this

project used during the face-to-face peer review sessions that I analyzed. It also presents how often
the graduate writers employed those peer review strategies (frequencies and percentages of total
occurrences). To illustrate, frequencies were how many times out of 3,525 times (total
occurrences) that the students used peer review strategies in the peer review sessions. Percentages
of total occurrences indicated how many percentages out of the entire times of peer review
strategies have been used. For instance, if the graduate students used a peer review strategy 3,525
times during the peer review sessions, it was 100 % of total occurrences.
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Table 4.1: Strategies and Frequencies in Peer Review Sessions.
Strategies

Frequencies

Percentages of

(times)

Total
Occurrences (%)

Clarification (CL)

1,240

35.18

Confirmation (CO)

645

18.30

Suggestions (SU)

520

14.75

Explanations (EX)

390

11.06

Questions (QU)

225

6.38

Agreement (AG)

221

6.27

Uncertain Comments

94

2.67

Disagreement (DISAG)

67

1.90

Repetition (RE)

46

1.30

Examples (EXA)

41

1.16

Compliment (COM)

28

0.79

Discouragement (DISC)

7

0.21

Code (CODE)

1

0.03

3,525

100

(UNC)

Total

According to the above table, L1 and L2 graduate writers in this study mostly used
“clarification” in peer review. They employed “clarification” about 1,240 times out of 3,525 times
when they discussed how to develop their writing. This strategy happened about 35.18 % of the
time during peer review sessions. This indicates that this strategy was the most important or
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convenient for them to use within their peer review groups. It helped them to understand contents
and comments from their peers. For examples, in the following conversation, Tyler was giving
feedback to Kadar. Tyler clarified what the contents were and asked Kadar if he understood what
was being discussed:
Tyler: …So you’re kind of seeing the same thing with these two parts. He described
these in more details. You know what I mean? So, they have these. Describe in
more details and then instead of a little…
Kadar: Alright.
The second significant strategy in peer review was “confirmation” and the writers used it
about 645 times. During the peer review sessions, it occurred about 18.30 % of the time, which
was quite high comparing to other strategies. This strategy helped the writers check if they
understood the texts and comments. For instance, Tyler verified what Kadar was talking about and
Donna confirmed her understanding. Then, Kadar accepted what Tyler and Donna stated:
Tyler: This is what you’re talking.
Donna: I think they’re fairly related.
Kadar: Yeah, so.
“Suggestions” was the third frequent strategy during the peer review sessions. It was used
about 520 times, and it happened about 14.75 % in conversations among the writers. Though this
strategy was not the most frequently used, it affected how peer review could help the writers
improve their writing. It provided some possibilities or options about how to correct the texts.
According to this dialogue, Tyler offered some advice for revising Kadar’s writing and Kadar
agreed with the suggestions:
Tyler: …I would use other words. He elaborated on these parts.
Kadar: I agree.
Tyler: …I would put a period and then start again with a description until you fill that
section here and then…
Kadar: What?
Tyler: Not necessarily. You can start talking about this. Use something that would work
better…
Kadar: Yes.
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Ranked as a fourth important strategy, explanations could help the students recognize their
problems of writing. In fact, the writers used “explanations” about 390 times, and it occurred about
11.06 % during peer review. The following is an example of this strategy:
Munir: But like ‘cause you do that over here too, but for me to get to this point I have
to go through this, and I’m kind of losing track, so. But at least if I know it’s at
the end I can skip it. You know if the reference is at the end I can skip it because
I don’t have to keep on reading.
Kadar: Definitely.
The next frequent strategy in peer review sessions was “questions.” The writers employed
this strategy about 225 times and it happened about 6.38% during peer review. Although it was
not used as frequently as the peer review strategies discussed above, it was a key for the writers’
understanding in conversations. For example, Kadar wanted to understand what Tyler was saying;
therefore, he asked a question. This strategy could also help Kadar gain more details of feedback
from Tyler. This conversation demonstrated how a peer review strategy of “questions” was used:
Kadar: and then … the sentence so these … this isn’t good and the other.
Tyler: Use some variations.
Kadar: Like what?
Tyler: … So that means that – this means that there are others, but I’m not limited to
these.
The strategy of “agreement” was used about 221 times and it occurred about 6.27 % in peer
review. Interestingly, “agreement” and “questions” had the similar frequencies and percentages of
occurrences. Although “agreement” was ranked as a sixth strategy, it was vital for peer review
sessions. It could support the writers’ recognition of their peers’ feedback. For instance, Munir
gave some comments to Kadar, and then Kadar agreed with Munir’s feedback. This strategy also
helped them to continue the conversation. Here is an example:
Munir: Yeah, one study comma or one study was conducted in Kenya. [It] did this. But
then if it’s multiple ones you could instead of putting all the authors and the years
and the citation in the middle of the sentence, just put it at the end, especially if
it’s on multiple studies, ‘cause I always find it harder to read as a reader.
Kadar: Oh okay.
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The next frequent strategy was “uncertain comments.” The writers used it about 94 times,
and the occurring percentage of this strategy was about 2.67%, which was quite low compared to
the previous strategies. Nevertheless, it could play a key role in peer review conversations. The
writers might refuse their peers’ comments if they knew that their friends were not certain. The
following conversation between Munir and Kadar demonstrated the “uncertain comments”
strategy. Munir was giving feedback to Kadar, but he was not quite certain about his comments:
Munir: Yeah, and then to separate the different studies, you use semicolons.
Kadar: Yes.
Munir: So you’re doing this right, but usually – I’m not sure how it is.
“Disagreement” was only utilized about 67 times, and it happened about 1.90% during peer
review sessions. It supported “uncertain comments” because the writers used “disagreement” when
they did not want to follow their peers’ feedback or when they disagreed with comments. For
example, Donna provided some suggestions to Tyler, but he disagreed with Donna’ advice and he
explained why he did not want to accept Donna’s ideas:
Donna: And because you studied here, the research will be better. And here, in this part
here, how physiochemical changes sounds wrong to me. Like it should be plural
and singular like physical chemical change. Would that make sense?
Tyler: No. I think physiochemical we’re talking about changes and physical and
chemical characteristics.
From the above conversation, Donna used “should” when she commented Tyler’s texts and
it sounded that it was a command. This indicated that she wanted Tyler to agree with her advice,
but Tyler did not need to follow her feedback. Then, Tyler disagreed with those comments;
therefore, he said “no.” This could be interpreted that Tyler might not accept Donna’s ideas for
revising his texts.
Another strategy was “repetition,” which was used 46 times, or 1.30 % during peer review.
The writers used this strategy when they wanted to focus on why the texts needed to be revised.
They repeated the sentences or phases to confirm that there were some mistakes or errors in their
friends’ writings. For example, Tyler repeated a sentence of “this is a little confusing” to help
Kadar recognize that he had to revise the texts:
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Tyler: …This is why it is descriptive. This is why. This is a little bit confusing.
Kadar: This paper is about…
Tyler: Yeah. This is what. This is a little bit confusing.
In this dialogue, though Kadar described what his writing was about, Tyler still confirmed
that the writing was not clear enough. Therefore, Tyler used “repetition” to point out Kadar’s
writing problem. Tyler’s feedback might affect Kadar’s decision of revision.
“Examples” was the next frequent strategy in peer review. The writers used it about 41
times, and it occurred about 1.16 % during peer review sessions. This strategy supported
“suggestions.” To illustrate, when the writers provided some possibilities of correctness, they
offered some examples to help their peers figure out how to revise the texts. Providing examples
helped the writers have some more choices for revision. In the following conversation, Tyler gave
Donna some examples of how to improve her writing:
Tyler: And then a particular – you wanna focus on one group or you wanna focus on
minority-advised groups, ‘cause you wanna focus on a group or – then you would
write, “Then a minority group has suffered.” But, if you wanna do minorities
groups – so, it’s just…
Donna: Okay.
Tyler: And then, “afforded,” I would use another word, like “awarded” instead of
“afforded,” ‘cause it’s something that they’ve been awarded by somebody else, a
privilege, so you would have that – I think “award” would be more associated
with a privilege than “afforded.”
The writers used “repetition” and “examples” in similar rates of frequencies. These
strategies were employed about 46 times (1.30%) and 41 times (1.16%) respectively. Though they
had low frequencies, they were significant. “Examples” were associated with “suggestions”
because they provided more specific and clearer alternatives for revising the texts. When the
writers received both suggestions and examples, they had more opportunities to improve their
writing.
“Compliments” were a supportive strategy during peer review sessions because they might
motivate the writers to revise their work in a productive way. Though this strategy was meaningful,
it was used only 28 times and it merely occurred 0.79 % in peer review groups. Here is an example:
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Munir: I think it’s really good. I mean from day one to now I can see – I think this is
the third or fourth time that I’ve read it, and this is really good. Really you’re
improving a lot. But in terms of content it’s pretty good. You covered everything
that you needed to cover. You’re talking about studies that are relevant, so I
wouldn’t take away anything but just make those.
Kadar: Those adjustments.
Munir: Just as far as the flow for me to read – like for it to flow better, like don’t …
Kadar: Oh yeah.
The above conversation between Munir and Kadar demonstrates how “compliments” were
used in peer review sessions. Munir gave Kadar compliments with suggestions. Munir seemed to
know how to use this strategy effectively. In the peer review groups, he mostly gave his team
members some compliments as positive feedback before providing some suggestions or negative
comments.
Although “discouragement” has a negative meaning, it can be beneficial; for instance, it
can “raise audience awareness” (Cheng, 2009, p.13). This strategy occurred 7 times, or 0.21
percent. It was used by Donna, an L2 writer, and it might not have been the reviewer’s actual
intention to discourage her classmate. Her vocabulary might have limited her ability to accurate
convey her thoughts. Here is an example:
Donna: It’s like. I don’t know why but it sounds like it’s going down your level of
writing. Maybe you want to rephrase it, and then here you have past theories and
you don’t want that sound redundant you know what goes down what goes up
and it just makes it more appropriate because it’s it’s close enough that it’s you
know how to say it right.
Tyler: Yes.
The “discouragement” strategy here is “it’s going down your level of writing.” Even
though Tyler accepted what Donna told him, it could have made him less confident and motivated.
The least used strategy in my study was “code.” An L1 writer (Tyler) used this strategy
only 1 time and it happened only 0.03 % of the time during peer review. Tyler created a code when
he commented Kadar’s texts. He provided a meaning of the code to Kadar while he was discussing
what needed to be revised. The following dialogue between Tyler and Kadar demonstrated how a
“code” was introduced:
Tyler: …Then I made a little note at some of them, I put CBW, which means to choose a
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better word. Some of them are confusing, but some of them just really mean to
use a better word. Instead of synonyms, you can find additional synonyms for
that. Try to think of better words.
Kadar: Can you repeat that?
Frequently in their interactions, the L1 and L2 writers used more than one strategy. The
following dialogue between Tyler and Kadar illustrates how a multistrategy approach was used:
Tyler: Is there any way to replace this? Because it's giving me a lot of problems, maybe
it would help give consistency in your paper, like this one could really – maybe a
table of these species, or a listing, something you could list this. It's the same thing
with has had – here, is it still understood, or have we changed it? Are they still
under study, or have we? Here the species because a genus, resembling basically
and how, if you've got an identifier, you could say something like “After analysis,
we classified this species and genus which resembles this one.” When you say
something like this, it just really makes everything – I'm unsure of what you mean
in this sense. So if you're, you might going to in the paper, because it's your thesis.
It might be a little bit longer than this 5-page thing, but as you read, my attention
got lost back there somewhere…
Kadar: Can you repeat that?
In this conversation extract, the writers employ several strategies such as “questions,”
“explanations,” “suggestions,” and “clarification.”

This example demonstrates that these

strategies tend to lead to more conversational input, which increases writing development.
4.2

Peer Review Strategies at Different Times of the Semester
The interviews that I conducted with the graduate students gave more information about

the peer review strategies that the students used while they were giving feedback to each other.
These interviews, which were conducted at the beginning, middle, and end of the semester, showed
that the students used different approaches at different times of the semesters. Also, the L1 student
(Munir), the bilingual student (Tyler), and the L2 students (Kadar, Donna, and Carlos) had
different perspectives on the peer review process.
4.2.1 Beginning of the Semester
At the beginning of the semester, the writers experimented with different strategies in order
to figure out what would work for them. For instance, Munir said that he observed that his friends
focused on grammar issues; therefore, they were “checking grammatical errors, sentence structure,
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and rephrasing sentences so they are more understandable.” Tyler found that his peers used these
strategies.
Mostly they give me suggestions on how to write a sentence, how to complete a sentence,
what things to remove, but other than that – well I use examples when I’m trying to explain
to someone else what’s going on. But I don’t think – I guess it’s more of a personal thing.
If the person feels comfortable giving you an example, then I think it’s a better way of
showing you what’s wrong with your sentences. But I mean if the person is not
comfortable in English, I guess not comfortable enough to give you an example, then they
usually try to rewrite it in a way that might fix the problem.
This quote shows that “suggestions” and “examples” are connected strategies. When
“suggestions” were given, the students might need “examples” for more understanding of the
comments. It also suggests that Tyler, as a bilingual writer, might prefer using “examples” while
both L1 and L2 writers frequently used “suggestions.” Additionally, Donna pointed out that her
friends mostly used “explanations, clarifications, examples.” To follow Donna’s opinion, Carlos
said that his peers focused on “clarification.”
Mostly comments. They can say like side notes, like, “Okay, this is not clear. What are
you trying to say? Can you clarify the idea here?” or, “Are you trying to say – ” or some
kind of – or some other feedback, but I give is also like, “Oh, I’m understanding this from
this sentence,” or, “this paragraph. Is that accurate, or are you trying to say another thing?”
That’s probablyTo add to that, Kadar found that his peer review group members used a mutistrategy
approach including “examples, explanations, clarification, and questions.” In his words:
The things that helpful that they use they use examples…They use examples when I –
most of the time I just when they’re trying to correct my writing. I told them this is correct.
I mean this by this way…And then they explain it to me what if you said blah, blah, blah
for example, and this is oh totally incorrect. So that time I correct my mistakes. And also
they use questions…When they correct my writing, they just get confused in some points
that I wrote and then they ask me what do you mean, what do you mean by this thing, and
sometimes I explain to them and they say it’s perfect, keep it. Sometimes they told me oh
so you need to do dot, dot, dot, so you need to correct it and you need to do that. The same
thing I use with them sometime. When I read the papers from them or their writing, I try
to understand what they mean by this. If I didn’t understand it, I just come to them and
ask…So they use these strategies for correcting the writing mistakes…But they use good
strategies.
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4.2.2 Middle of the Semester
In the middle of the semester, the writers had more to say about the strategies used in peer
review groups. Munir revealed that he utilized “repetition” and “examples.”
I would say repetition, and if we were allowed more time it would be great to read the
paper with them, I'm helping people more by reading the paper with the, like for example
with Kadar over there, reading the paper with them so when you read it aloud you can hear
what you're trying to say, and maybe they can understand “Ok, this doesn't sound right.”
Or maybe they can get me to understand it is better that way. I usually tried to clarify, and
I usually tried to give examples of what I would change. So I definitely used a combination
of all that, but I would say the most important strategy for me was reading aloud, and
repeating what they had wrote. So that was the most important for me.
Tyler did not emphasize what strategies were used, but he focused on how to improve the
content of his writing. He said “getting people in my field specifically can help me improve.
Grammar can be fixed by anyone; only people from your discipline can help your content.”
However, Donna indicated “mainly the strategies used are explanations and clarifications”
in peer review. In a different way, Carlos focused on the use of “code” by saying this:
Usually they put notes and we try to follow like the key words and symbols and all that
so we can have like a more heterogenic, kind of like we are reading so we can like, if I see
a symbol or something we know that what it is and I don’t have to ask what is it?” “When
we have to capitalize, we are trying to use a universal kind of like editing symbols. Other
thing, also is that usually at the end of the classes we, they approach to me and they explain
to me what their suggestions were like okay, I did this. I write this because it was not clear
what you were saying. So they make notes on my paper, but they also explain to me what
the notes mean.
Also, Kadar believed that “explanations” and “examples” were mostly used in his peer review
groups. His friends also employed “clarification,” which could help Kadar receive more
comments. He explained:
My team, they put notes under lines or in the margin. In the notes, you have to correct
this – this is not this word, additional things. Another thing I've come to discuss with
them, they try to – Try to understand what I mean by this word, this thing – it looks wrong
for them, so they try to get an explanation from me, so they ask me what I mean by this
word. Then they may later add comments, sometimes “Oh, you have to keep this thing.”
Or sometimes they say “No, you have to keep things this way, they give me an explanation,
give me examples about this.” So this is two effective things they do.
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4.2.3 End of the Semester
At the end of the semester, the writers again reported about the strategies they used. Munir
focused on grammar issues by saying “all the reviewers need to be engaging and ask if they don’t
understand something. I feel that reading the paper over with the other reviewers is the best method
of proofreading” while Tyler used “explanation” and “examples” in his content group. He needed
these strategies for helping his friends improve their writing. He indicated:
In my content group, I didn't really – again, my content group, I felt like it was not being
effective at all. So maybe again, just grammar, but I had a proofreader for that. And my
proofreader – one of my group members had issues with the choice of words, so maybe
two words might have the same context, but they don't mean the same thing, and they can't
be used the same way. I have to explain in a sentence that the – I guess what the purpose
of the word, the purpose is to do this, and then you write a sentence that describes that, and
then the purpose of the other word is this. They mean similar things, but they're not the
same. So that was one of the things I used to correct people.
More strategies that he used were “clarification” and “suggestions.” Tyler pointed out that the most
important strategy in peer review was asking for clarifying the meaning of texts. The clarification
made writing better in terms of clarity. He described:
One of the most important things, because again, if you don't have a level of English where
you can clearly express yourself in writing, it's really difficult for the reader to correct them.
I would ask one of my group members to clarify what they meant, and then from there, I
would actually reword what they were actually trying to say, so the way I did it was maybe
– if it was a really complex sentence, you broke down the thoughts. So thought one, and
thought two. So if you can't handle big sentences, break it down to sections you can
understand, and then work to make that thought a complete thought, and then work on the
other thought, and make it a complete thought. So even if they were related, we would use
our grammar to make a really big sentence with a semicolon or two separate sentences.
Tyler additionally figured out how to use “repetition” in his peer review groups. He also explained
a lot to help his team members understand what needed to be revised in their texts. As he described:
In the peer review group, I did use a lot of repetition, that meant I just told you, just
breaking up the sentences and getting the thoughts established so we can word those and
then join them together. So that was something that I used over and over again, just because
it's – Maybe I wasn't consciously using something, but I might have, because I did – the
conjugation of verbs for some people is hard, and trying to get the verbs and I guess the
different parts of speech, because some places you use the -ed form, and then some places
use the -ing, and there might have been confusion there, so in order to make that easier, I
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tried to make the person whose paper I was reviewing, I tried to make the paper uniform
in terms of verb usage, so like I said, just correcting that.
When Tyler provided feedback to his peer review group members, he gave them some
recommendations and examples of how to do revision. He also created a code for peer review. To
add to oral feedback, he offered some written comments. He said:
…The prepositional phrases, I did highlight them, and then instead of just having that
prepositional phrase, I would describe whatever it was they were talking about to get rid
of it, and again, I wasn't pushy about it, I just – instead of doing it the way that I would
have done it, I just wrote to them, choice of words, on the paper, and I gave them
suggestions. I wrote that in the margin. If I thought that a sentence could be worded in an
easier way, I would write the whole sentence there as a suggestion. I did COW for choice
of words on the papers. I think I did that a few times.
Donna reported that she focused on “repetition” and that her peers used “explanations,”
“questions,” and “clarification.” Kadar said he only used “clarification.” Carlos employed “code”
and “suggestions” as written feedback. Carlos explained:
Some strategies that my classmates and I used in the peer review process was to put notes
in our paper about thing that were not clear and thing that needed to be change as well as
punctuations errors. I particularly try to use some of the editing symbols that the book
Universal Keys for Writer has in the last page. I also wrote suggestions to my group and
re-write sentences in a way that I thought I sounded more professional.
In addition to the students’ reported use of peer review strategies at different times of the
semester, I interviewed the instructor to gain her insights. According to Dr. Norman, the students
in her class mostly used “questions” at the beginning of the semester. She said:
Well I think that they ask questions; they ask lots of questions. They ask often if they
don’t understand what someone says they ask them to repeat it, or they write a lot. They
will write down something so that the other person can see it and understand it because it’s
written rather than spoken. And I think they get better as the semester goes along. They
pick up more strategies.
Dr. Norman also noted that the students used “clarification,” “explanations,” and “questions” in
peer review. These strategies helped facilitate peer review. She stated:
Well I think that quiet time to look at one another’s papers is very useful so they read
deeply and seriously, and then I think discussion where they can ask the other person what
did you mean here? Did you mean this or that? And that’s what’s lacking in an online
peer review. That’s why I like doing it face to face, because it’s not just a matter of finding
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mistakes, it’s a matter of sharing intelligence, sharing knowledge, and teaching one
another. I think the students learn from reading each others’ papers. Yes, yes, I think that’s
basically what’s happening. Asking questions, answering questions, asking for elaboration
for expansion.
The instructor also had this to say about the languages used in the peer review groups:
I think they try to learn the formats that the other people are using so they can be helpful,
and in terms of the language, I think if they're in a group of all the people who speak the
same language, they sometimes will use their first language, but if there's an English
speaker in the group, then they always use English.
She also pointed out that in addition to using a number of different strategies, the students learned
to work as a team:
They're using all of the strategies…(explanations, clarifications, repetitions), as well as
hopefully putting positive comments, talking about what is now working, and expressing
interest in the subject matter, and generally I think many of them are now friendly with
one another, and this is motivating, it makes them feel more comfortable writing.
At the end of the semester, the students used more strategies such as asking questions and
requesting some suggestions:
I think that one of their most useful strategies is patience and taking time to help each
other as best they can. They use all of those strategies (explanations, clarifications,
repetitions) and many others, asking student questions for example, having students rewrite
and then saying, “Yes, that’s better” or “No, try again,” that kind of thing.
The instructor’s comments about the students’ interactions in their peer review groups
support my analysis of the different strategies used by L1 and L2 students in these peer review
sessions.
4.3

Reader Stances
Another importance of my analysis focused on reader stances. As described earlier, I

adapted Lockhart and Ng’s (1995) framework of four reader stances: the authoritative, interpretive,
probing, and collaborative stances. The description of each stance is the following:
(1) The authoritative readers actively participated in peer review. They pointed out main
problems and used their knowledge and perspectives for commenting the texts. They
criticized the texts as final products.
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(2) The interpretive readers focused on what was already in the texts rather than what was
missing from the texts. They used their personal preferences for providing feedback to
their peers.
(3) The probing readers mostly used clarification and explanation strategies in peer review.
They emphasized writers’ meaning in the texts.
(4) The collaborative readers usually negotiated ideas with friends and asked for alternative
ways to improve their writing. They were facilitators for a peer review group.
Based on my analysis of the videotaped peer review sessions, I categorized my participants
according to their reader stances.
Tyler and Munir (bilingual and L1 respectively) were authoritative readers in peer review
groups. These two graduate writers were very active in peer review sessions. Mostly, they acted
as trouble shooters and participated in peer review by using their knowledge and opinions to
comment on the texts. They believed that they could critique the texts as the final products. They
pointed out more choices for writing improvement. Both Tyler and Munir seemed to be leaders of
their peer review groups because they fully participated in peer review discussions, and they gave
their peers many helpful comments. Most likely because of their bilingual and L1 backgrounds,
they seemed to have more confidence in writing than the other students in class.
Kadar was an interpretive reader because he used his personal preferences for commenting
on the texts in peer review, and he emphasized what was already in the texts instead of what was
missing from the texts. In an interview, Kadar said that he usually thought or wrote in his native
language first and then he transferred those ideas into English. Also, he admitted that his primary
focus was comprehending what his classmates were trying to communicate.
Donna was a probing reader since she focused on writers’ meaning in the texts, and she
usually asked for clarification and further explanations in peer review. Donna was a confident L2
writer who thought that her English was quite better than other L2 team members in her groups.
She was from the discipline of Education; therefore, she acted like a teacher. Donna often clarified
the texts and explained the problems in her peers’ writing.
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Carlos was a collaborative reader because he acted as a facilitator of his groups. He
generally negotiated ideas with his peers and asked for the possibilities for writing improvement.
He was the quietest person in his peer review groups. He preferred to give his peers written
feedback rather than discussing the comments. As an L2 writer, he had the least confidence when
participating in peer review. He sometimes offered some ideas to his peers, and he asked his friends
how he could develop his writing.
Although these L1 and L2 graduate writers had different reader stances, they could work
together very well and achieved their goals of writing. According to their final class presentations,
they felt satisfied with peer review and their writing after they completed the course.
To sum up, this chapter described the strategies that five L1, bilingual, and L2 graduate
writers used in peer review sessions. The most important strategy was “clarification” and the least
used one was “code.” They used a variety of strategies at different points throughout the semester.
Finally, they each developed particular reader stances that were influenced by their language
backgrounds and their individual personalities. By the end of the semester, they all reported that
they worked together productively to improve their writing.
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Chapter 5: How Graduate Students Writers Revised Their Writing
In the previous chapter I discussed how the L1, bilingual, and L2 graduate writers in my
study worked together in peer review sessions. In this chapter, I will focus on the students’ previous
peer review experiences, their challenges with peer review, their revisions of their writing, and
their writing progress.
5.1

L1 and L2 Writers’ Peer Review Experiences

5.1.1 Before Taking the Class
The students in this study had different experiences with peer reviews before entering the
Graduate Writing Workshop. In Dr. Norman’s view, their experiences were similar in that “most
of them seem to come used to teamwork but not to peer editing.” However, interviews with the
students revealed significant differences in their previous experiences.
Both Munir and Tyler had little previous experience with peer review, though they were
optimistic that it would be beneficial. Munir said he thought that “the peer review is a valuable
tool to aid in getting feedback from people in and out of your field.” Before taking the class, Munir
assumed that he would get some help from peer review and it would be beneficial for his writing.
While Tyler was not certain what peer review was, he thought it was likely a good
technique:
I didn’t really know a lot of it before. I just heard from my other classmates that it was a
good class if I wanted to improve my writing, so I thought it might be a good idea to take
it. Well I guess while being in the class it’s really helpful especially since I’m not a native
English speaker with all the grammar and the spelling and vocabulary. Things like that are
good. And right now it’s really helping me up notice things that I hadn’t notice before in
my writing, so.
Since Tyler was born in the U.S., he was bilingual in English and Spanish. Though he considered
himself as a native English speaker, he said that he was not an English grammarian. He stated
“…I’m not a native English speaker with all the grammar and the spelling and vocabulary.” His
main expectation about peer review would be that it would help him improve his grammar.
Similarly, Donna had indirectly knowledge of peer review. In her words:
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I worked as a graduate student research assistant in the education department, and there I
was able to observe how the professors that I worked for, periodically (weekly) gathered
with other professors to do collaborative writing. Also, my course readings related to
literacy and biliteracy, as well as research that I conducted, made me aware of the benefits
of the peer review process.
Though she had never directly participated in peer review sessions, Donna had a generally positive
perspective on it.
Carlos mentioned that he had some peer review experiences before he came to this class.
He said:
Yes. Well, I used to be – I tend to like writing workshops or like writing some things
with friends, but it was not a continuous thing. So, I didn’t have much contact like to peer
review or peer experience at the extent of this class, so before that I was not a lot in touch
with it. But, right now the class has been like something that I think it’s very important for
my papers, because I have been getting a lot of feedback on grammar and also on content.
These peer experiences were informal and consisted of friends helping each other with their
writing. His view about peer reviews was generally positive.
Kadar seemed to have the least experience about peer review. He did not know what peer
review was before taking this class. He said “Yeah, no. I didn’t have any experience in peer
review, and this is the first time in this class. Actually I heard about it, so I chose to do it.” He
merely learned about peer review from the class. He repeated that he did not know peer review by
saying that “no, before I didn’t know about, but I quickly learned about it, so I know peer review
now what is being meant, how it can be.”
In sum, the students had a variety of experiences and perspectives on peer review before
taking the workshop: Munir thought that peer review would be helpful. Donna would like to have
direct experiences of peer review. Tyler wanted to improve grammar while Carlos needed helps in
areas of grammar and contents. Kadar had no experience about peer review.
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5.1.2 Perspectives on Peer Review While Taking the Class
By the middle of semester, the student writers had experienced peer review for a couple of
months. As a result, they had learned how to work together. Munir reported that he had learned
to work with friends who were outsiders or who were not from his field. He explained his learning
about peer review:
It's definitely difficult trying to get a grasp of what other people from other disciplines are
trying to say, but it's also a good – positive challenge because it helps me get out of my
element. So I'm learning how to – one person might have a different method, or a different
way of learning something, so I have to try and adjust that, so it's definitely helping with
that for example with Kadar. I have to, I think it's better through, one person is better to
read the paper with and then the other persons just puts comment versus just going over
stuff with that.
Munir mentioned that he had a difficult time while he was working with Kadar, who had no
experience of peer review. This suggests that lacking of peer review experiences might affect
effectiveness of peer review. Also, Donna had some negative experiences of peer review. She said
“it has been more challenging than expected. I have noticed severe resistance from one of my team
members.” She did not like peer review because one of her group members who did not participate
in this study rejected her comments in a negative reaction.
Nevertheless, Carlos had some positive experiences of peer review. He stated:
Well, I think in the last month, I have been improving a lot since, compared with the first
like part of the semester. I think people have been able to give me more feedback and they,
I have been able to give a little bit more feedback also to them. So I think over all it’s been
like an increasing experience.
Since he had had some peer review experiences with his friends in writing workshop groups, he
seemed to like his peer review groups in this class. He felt satisfied with his writing improvement
as well.
Like Carlos, Kadar thought that his peer review experiences were positive. He expressed
his views about peer review as follows:
I think it is very helpful, it's very good in a way, to improve writing. So this is my
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opinion. This is what I get actually I see these – this happened with me, I see my writing
getting a problem and every time I understand something new, so I write better I can
improve myself in this session through my writing.
Though initially he did not know what peer review was, during the course he participated in peer
review sessions, which he said helped him to improve his writing.
Tyler also had some positive experiences of peer review. He liked his proofreading group
because he focused on grammar. He described “the proof reading sessions are great, the content
sessions are not. Content reviews are not really helping me. I don’t feel like my groups are familiar
enough with my field of study to help me improve my content.”
5.1.3 After Taking the Class
After taking this class, Munir had more negative experiences about peer review than the
positive experiences. He said:
While I did not have the best experiences with the peer reviews in class, I still felt that
they were an asset to developing my thesis. The reviewers did catch a lot of little
mistakes that I had missed, although some times the reviewers did not even review my
paper.
At least, Munir was able to improve his writing, and he had some new perspectives about peer
review. He thought it was helpful in some ways.
Donna, who had had negative experiences with peer review earlier in the semester, reported
a more positive perspective by the end of the term:
I think, as I mentioned in the presentation, a peer review can be a very useful fantastic
tool, the only key there is that people coming into the peer review have to come with
understanding that whatever happens there, the intention is to improve writing, and nothing
other than that. So if a person comes with an open mind and an open heart, things should
be fine.
Donna’s comments reinforce the need for a collaborate stance while participating in peer review
sessions.
Both Carlos and Kadar had positive experiences about peer review from the class. Carlos
said:
My feelings about the peer review experience are very positive, I have been able to have
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a wonderful group of people that gave me feedback about the content of my paper; this
group has similar area of expertise than mine so any input and suggestions that they do,
enrich the content of my paper with a more logic flow, making it easier for other people to
read. I received good feedback for my papers, which I have been incorporating in my
writing. The proof-reading group did an outstanding job and they always provided valuable
grammatical feedback for my papers. I also noticed that my proof-reading skill have been
improving little by little.
Kadar, too, felt pleased by his peer review experiences: “I get great improvement in peer review
sections in this class. My writing became better, but in fact, I still need more, but it's better than
before.” He also confirmed that peer review was helpful by saying “Yeah, definitely it's good.”
Kadar had no peer review experience before he attended this class. However, he learned how to
participate in peer review groups, and he was satisfied with the outcomes.
Tyler had both positive and negative experiences about peer review in this class. He
explained how he liked his proofreading groups:
I do have mixed feelings about it. I think the proofreading groups are excellent. It's a
class where we're learning how to correct people's mistakes and then just seeing what types
of things they do constantly. It's good that we stay in a group, but it's kind of a
disadvantage, because you get used to the writing of a certain person, and then you tend to
miss certain things.
He felt that a content group created more challenges for him because students who were not
familiar with his major or his writing topic might not understand the content and had no idea how
to comment on his work. He pointed out:
Content is very difficult to correct in my opinion, especially when dealing with people, and
it's not to bash people in Liberal Arts or anything like that, but scientific writing is very
different than creative writing or English or Literature or things like that. I think it's really
difficult to correct content, even if the person is still Biology or something like that, they
might be a different concentration completely.
Tyler additionally reported that he could help Kadar because they were from the similar fields of
study. They both were familiar with topics about science such as insects. He noted:
I was able to help Kadar out because we both study insects, we have something in common
there, but with other people, it was really hard, because I had no idea what they were talking
about. I know the basics of it, but I don't know exactly. Also, I guess, not just me
reviewing, but when they were reviewing my stuff, it seemed at certain points, they were
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uninterested, not that they were unwilling. I saw someone just falling asleep. It didn't
upset me or anything, I just thought it was funny.
Tyler liked the proofreading group because it could help him improve his grammar. However, he
found that he received little assistance in the content peer review groups because the peer reviewers
were from different disciplines.
Even though Dr. Norman believed that all of the students benefited from their peer review
sessions, the students’ actual experiences were more varied. Munir and Donna had negative
experiences about peer review; therefore, they felt dissatisfied with their peer review groups.
However, Carlos and Kadar liked peer review in the class because they received positive
experiences. Tyler had both negative and positive experiences.
5.2

Peer Review Problems/Challenges

5.2.1 At the Beginning of the Semester
The L1, bilingual, and L2 graduate writers encountered some challenges when they started
the class. For instance, Munir who was an L1 graduate writer thought that “some of the reviewers
do not put a full effort into reading some of the papers. They do not make in-depth suggestions,
just generalize.” He helped his friends by giving them some comments, but he did not receive
enough helpful feedback from his peers; therefore, he felt a little bit upset about peer review in
this class at the beginning of the semester. Dr. Norman agreed with the problems of English native
speakers in her class. She confirmed:
Yes, I think that sometimes L1 speakers feel they’re giving more than they’re getting,
that they end up helping the second language speaker more than the second language
speaker can help them, especially in the proofreading peer reviews. In the disciplinary peer
reviews, that doesn’t happen so much because they each have expertise in the field that
they can offer.
She further mentioned that this problem mostly happened when students had proofreading groups
which emphasized grammar.
At the beginning of the course, Tyler was not certain about his friends’ comments. He was
skeptical, and he did not know if he needed to follow his peer feedback. In his words:
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At the beginning you might have or – well I had issues because they would point out
things in my writing that I thought were right, but they thought it was wrong just because
they write it that way. So that was one of the things that I’m – I mean it’s not like I take it
personally. I know you know it’s peer reviewing, they’re trying to help you and all, but I
guess I kind of question my own judgment whether or not things were really right, so it’s
one of those things that it might be a problem or it might be actually really helpful, and
they might be pointing out that you know you’ve been doing something wrong for a really,
really long time.
At this early point in the semester Tyler did not know which comment was right or wrong; as a
result, he needed more guidance to help him decide on the value of the comments he was receiving.
Additionally, Donna faced some problems in peer review groups. She thought that her peer
review was ineffective because her group members could not finish reviewing her papers in the
allotted class time period. She sometimes had to do peer review through e-mail. She said:
During the first weeks of the course were going over more material with the professor,
which would leave us less time to do peer review. Often, we would run out of time, and
would not finish reviewing the two group members’ papers. To complete the review, we
would e-mail each other and do it at home. I did review and email the work a few times.
In terms of working with group members, Donna encountered some peer review issues.
Due to her busy schedule, she was unable to complete a peer review of one of her classmate’s
papers at home. Donna explained her situation:
However, when I started to be extremely busy with all my other assignments and my life
in general, I was unable to dedicate time at home to continue the review that we should
have done in the classroom. My group member was upset with me in that occasion, and to
this day, she seems to have a problem with me. I spoke with her and told her that I could
only do whatever we had time to do in the classroom, and she seem to understand and agree
but it is obvious to me that she is upset. In two occasions I came early and she was already
there. I greeted her and she did not answer back. At the end of the class, she gave me my
paper back, with no revisions and told me she did not have time to look at it.
Because she was so sensitive about not having time to provide feedback, she would skip class so
she wouldn’t have to participate in her peer review group.
In contrast, Carlos thought that he had no problem with peer review. He felt positive about
both content and proofreading groups. He stated:
Well, I think so far all the – with both groups having very contributing, sometimes like
the – and I can see an improvement like from the first couple of weeks if it was like a small
and as long as you get familiar with the topic as long as you keep reading the same paper
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and the same content of that person, I think that the things – the opportunity of giving a
better feedback increase with the things that we review in the class about punctuation and
grammar. So, I don’t think it’s like a bad experience probably. It started like slowing
down, but it started like getting on track later. It’s getting better – yeah, I can see like how
I have personally I’ve been able to give more feedback also, too.
Carlos understood the nature of peer review groups and process, and he thought that peer review
was an “opportunity” to learn from peers. He knew how to participate in both content and
proofreading groups. Therefore, he had positive experiences from peer review in this class.
Similarly, Kadar did not have any difficulty with peer review. He said:
Peer review is more effective to correct your work or your writing than sitting in your lab
or in your class and you write your proposal or your thesis and then your supervisor will
correct everything for you or something like this. Peer review will let me learn how I can
correct my mistakes, so then I write much better than if I just write from the first time and
give – just like I give the first draft to my professor it is so bad. But peer review is more
helpful for every student. I mean for me it’s helpful and for other students more helpful
than that.
Kadar was pleased to have peer review groups. He thought positively about his peer review
experiences. He admitted that it was helpful for his writing revision. He learned how to revise his
writing and he knew his mistakes from peer review.
Overall, some L1 and L2 writers had more challenges or problems than the others and they
had some negative peer review experiences. In this class, Munir, Donna, and Tyler faced more
problems in peer review groups than Carlos and Kadar. Munir needed more helpful comments,
and Donna wanted more time for peer review. Tyler would have liked to know how to follow his
friends’ feedback. Carlos and Kadar needed to adjust themselves while they were participating in
peer review sessions in order to develop their peer review effectiveness and to improve their
writing.
5.2.2 In the Middle of the Semester
By the middle of the semester, the students in the class were still experiences some issues
with peer review. Munir felt frustrated when his friends did not understand the content of his
writing. He said:
Definitely, well the time that I have known the class, so that’s one thing, usually you can't
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read it, and also an addition to add to this it's tough trying to get the other person to
understand what I'm trying to say, especially when I think I've written it very well and they
don't understand. We have a little conflict, so we start kind of like – “No, this is what I'm
trying to say and I know I'm saying it very well.” but they don't understand what I'm trying
to say. It might be because they're not from the same discipline, the same field that I'm
from. So they don't understand what park amenities are, I study parks, that’s our main
thing.
He did not like his group members because he thought they did not understand the content of his
discipline. He wanted peer reviewers who knew what he was writing about. As a self-identified
native English speaker, he felt that he could not learn English grammar from his bilingual and L2
classmates. He was frustrated by both the content and proofreading peer review sessions.
Tyler likewise expressed frustration about the content peer review sessions. He said, “the
biggest issue for me is the fact that I am not getting any help with my content issues.” At the
beginning of the semester he was most interested in getting help with grammar, but by the midpoint he wanted more help with the content of his writing.
Donna also was frustrated with some aspects of peer review by the middle of the semester.
She complained about “the ‘wall’ that one of my classmates puts up, not accepting the constructive
criticism that I offer.” Donna wanted her friend to accept some useful feedback, but her peer did
not respond well to those comments. This created some obstacles for Donna when she was in her
peer review team.
In contrast, Carlos felt satisfied with his peer review. He reported few challenges. He said:
Well, I haven’t found that what we can consider a problem, but talking about my
experience, what I usually find within my experience when I am providing feedback to
other people, sometimes because it’s not my primary language, English, sometimes that I
feel like I might not provide enough feedback regarding grammar, too.
The only concern for Carlos was how to give friends more comments. Since he was not a native
speaker of English, he rarely talked in his peer review groups because he might have difficulty
about how to speak English frequently, and he might not be able to point out many grammatical
errors. Similarly, Kadar felt pleased about peer review in this class. He confirmed “no, I didn't see
any problem, they are very helpful, they are very helpful, they try to do their best, and there's no
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problem.” Kadar seemed to have the least problem in this class. He thought positively and he acted
happily during peer review sessions.
5.2.3 At the End of the Semester
From the beginning of the semester until the end of the semester, Munir, Donna, and Tyler
had some challenges in peer review. However, Carlos and Kadar did not find any difficulty in peer
review groups. They had different perspectives about peer review in this class.
Munir thought that his group members’ participation was crucial for peer review. In other
words, he needed more comments from his peers. He stated “they [peer review sessions] are
effective but only when both reviewers are engaged. Having patience with the other writer is also
a must.” His views of peer review were quite negative.
Interestingly, Tyler, who had had problems earlier in this class, realized that his challenges
were not serious and he learned how to work with others. Tyler described some peer review
problems that he learned from his group members. He said:
Donna mentioned to us in our groups that she had problems with one of her other
reviewers, that they were a little bit, I guess, defensive about it. I can understand how it's
more of a cultural thing for me, because I didn't find her feedback offensive at all. She's
trying to make you a better writer. It's just that the way that she came across sometimes
might not have been the best approach, so it might not be an issue that big just because
maybe she was just having a bad day or something like that. There has to be a certain level
of maturity. You are in graduate school, so you have to put your pride aside, because your
writing is not perfect, that's why you're in this class. Sometimes, it wasn't an issue or
anything like that, sometimes we were focusing on one person so much that the other really
didn't get that feedback that they wanted.
Tyler thought that peer review challenges should be resolved since the graduate students needed
peer review to enhance their writing. That was why they were taking this class. He also described
how his writing was developing:
So in terms of improvement, you kind of just reach a leveling off point. I guess I did, I
reached that point where I didn't think I was improving anymore. Either I was just making
silly mistakes, and it's not to say, oh, I'm an excellent writer or anything, it's just I felt like
I just stopped improving for a little bit. I guess another problem was that maybe twice, I
didn't have anything for my group to proofread, so that might have been also why, and it's
just, grad school is busy, it's hard to write sometimes.
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While Tyler seemed to understand the peer review challenges, and he positively thought
about the problems during peer review, Donna continued to express frustration. She found that one
classmate continued to not be a good member in her team. She explained:
I had a particular incident with a classmate, who appeared to be offended with my
comments, and I always try to be very polite and put in the context, my suggestion is, I
think it would be more clear if you, I never said, you have to change this, I would never
say something like that. I would say, I believe this could work better if something like that,
however, even though I always try to frame it in that way, she got offensive. Well, this
doesn't make sense to you because it's in the other page, but I'm not talking about the other
page or the one that you did last week or the one that you're going to do in the following
week, I'm talking about this one paper that I have here, the ideas are not flowing because
you're missing these.
However, Donna did learn to view this experience more positively:
…There was one point where she got really upset, and after that, she never offered me,
when we would have our groups, she would not give me her paper to review it. That was
sad, because my intention was not to make her feel hurt or make her feel in any way bad.
So what I gained from that was to – originally, I was hurt myself, because I would walk
into the room early, and I would say hello, she wouldn't reply to me, like I didn't exist, and
it would be like, what's wrong with her, but I said, it's not really about me, it's about her
and her insecurities or whatever is happening to her head about her writing. But because I
am planning on being a teacher, I should be prepared to handle that and say, well, the
professor said, we don’t know if a student didn't have breakfast or what's going on in their
life, they may not always be receptive, they may not always be very – so actually from her,
my most valuable experience was from her. Knowing how to handle that.
Guidelines about how to best behave in a peer review group would have helped Donna to resolve
this issue.
Both Carlos and Kadar did not have any difficulty about peer review. Carlos said “I do not
think is ineffective.” Also, Kadar talked about what he gained from peer review:
No, actually, there's no problem. We understand each other, we consider each other. If
someone wants to leave, he can do that, and the other person can take the assignment to
read. If for example, I have a question out of the topic in this paper for example, I can ask
him, and they would answer me. We became friends, we don't have problems.
Kadar thought that peer review was effective and he had no concern about it. He liked peer review
and he learned about peer review in a positive way.
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By the end of the semester, Donna had the most serious problems about peer review due to
her classmate’s rejection. Munir also found that a lack of participation made peer review
problematic. Tyler understood peer review problems. He learned how to deal with them. Carlos
and Kadar had the least problem in this class. They thought that peer review was positive and
effective. The peer review challenges might be created because these graduate students had
different language backgrounds and disciplines and they had various personalities. To solve the
peer review problems, the instructor should encourage students to be open-minded and to
collaboratively work with others in peer review.
5.3

Writing Revision

5.3.1 Beginning of the Semester
In the first few weeks of the class, students used the suggestions from their peer reviewers
in various ways. Munir asked his friends from outside of class before he followed any comments
because he thought that “they tend to be more honest and critical.” He believed that his friends
might better understand his ideas; therefore, he could trust them.
Tyler used most of comments that he received from the peer reviewers when he revised his
papers. In particular, he followed proofreading comments and corrected most of the grammatical
errors in his writing. He stated:
I try to follow most of their advice. If I see they use words that aren’t usually in my
discipline, I tend to avoid them. But for the most part all the grammar, all the sentence
structure, so moving things to different part of the sentences, and things like that I do take
really seriously. So that’s what I try to use most.
Dr. Norman also mentioned that the students tended to judge the comments based on disciplinary
and language backgrounds (native or non-native English speakers) of reviewers. She expressed
her views:
I think they use the ones of the people that they most respect. So when it’s the same
discipline group I think they tend to accept the comments most of the people whose work
is most closely related to theirs. In the proofreading I think they accept most readily the
comments of the native speakers of English because they think they know more. Or the
ones of those who seem to have the best command of the rules of grammar and so forth,
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and they choose to disregard suggestions that either they don’t agree with or where they
have less respect for the opinions of the commenter.
Like Tyler, Donna used most of her peer feedback. She confirmed that “most of the time
(99%) I do find my group members feedback very accurate and useful and I do change (improve)
my writing base on their comments and suggestions.”
Carlos was selective in following his reviewers’ comments when he revised his writing.
He said “I use most of them, and some of them that I think may be because of the conflicts of the
background that maybe they don’t have the same background.” He followed only the comments
that could make his writing clearer. He stated that “– maybe it’s not clear for them, that I am pretty
sure that – that section is clear. I just omit the comments, but usually most of the comments in
punctuation.” He mostly trusted the proofreading comments because he felt his English was not
strong. He mentioned that “I think because my grammar is not so good, so I can see like when they
give suggestions if it gives a better flow to the paper.” His strategy included choosing comments
that could be helpful for revision.
Kadar focused on the comments on both grammar and content when he revised his writing.
He explained:
I use two of those things. One is to follow one thing. I mean to see what they say. Each
point, even dot or commas I try to see why they say this, and if it’s correct I just use it. And
then the second thing is the scientific component. I mean if the sentence would change by
this correcting, I will not do it. I just keep my…Yeah, because this is my idea. I need –
just maybe I need other words or other thing to make the sentence more clear but I need to
keep this idea, so I didn’t –I didn’t change anything about the scientific component. But
the language I just follow everything, and if it makes sense, I just correct it. So these two
things I use in my papers.
He carefully chose comments in his revision process. Though he was an L2 writer, he was
confident with what should be revised and what should not be corrected.
5.3.2 During the Semester
As the semester progressed, the participants in my study continued to reflect on how they
used the comments they received when they revised their work. Munir had a thoughtful process
for comment selection when he revised his work. He explained:
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I used the ones with explanations, I used the ones that definitely make the parts of my
study or the parts of my paper hard to understand. I definitely took those into consideration.
As far as the methods and things like that I can’t really change those, I don't think they
would – no matter how I write it, they won't understand it, so I have to keep it like that.
But as long as my graduate adviser understands it and I can understand it and I can explain
the, that's the way I'll keep it.
Munir did not use all of comments, but he carefully chose some of them. He had his own evaluation
of comments from his peer review members. He described:
Not all of them, no. I'll read what they put, and if I like it and if it seems like it fits –
most of the time I'll integrate it. But that is more so in my background, and that background
has significance where I can change anything I wanted to, but as far as my methods and
results, it would be very difficult to take in their comments.
Similar to Munir, Carlos only chose some comments to follow. He explained his process
of comment selection:
Usually I evaluate all of them and if I see that maybe because what happens when the
group doesn’t have like the background, sometimes with the terminology, sometimes they
might get confused with the terms that they will use in my area, but they are not common
in any other areas, so they might have some suggestions there, but if I see an area, it’s just
related to confusion of terminology, I just, I’ll meet those, but most of the other comments
are like related about style or grammar and I take into account and I’ll just go and make
decision.
On this topic, Dr. Norman mentioned that some students needed to consult with their academic or
research advisors before they followed their friends’ feedback of content. She said:
Most students are rather accepting, except when it deals with content from somebody
who's not in their content field, I think they'll tend to go to their adviser or trust themselves
more because they know more. In terms of just general corrections, we have some students
this semester who are a little resistant to correction, and that happens sometimes, but it's
certainly the minority.
Kadar also had his own strategy to follow the comments. He used only feedback that was
verified by his group members. He needed to discuss and to clarify the comments with his peer
review teammates before he employed those comments for his revision. As he described:
Actually I form my – my personally – personally I took, first when I discussed with them,
I took the final cut, when they correct something, I don't leave it by this way, but I discussed
with them – if it looks not good for me, I asked them “No, I mean this word, this thing.”
So if they give me a good reason to change it, then I would keep it, I'd follow it, but if I
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don't agree, I'd tell them “No, it's not by this word.” So when I go to correct my writing, I
just follow these things because I already discuss it with them, and I leave and follow all
these changes. If I do not agree, I keep the first. I remember for example, even my professor
put notes on one word, which is synonym, we use it in science, especially in taxonomy, but
synonym we don't use it – they wanted me to change it, but I still kept synonym.
Interestingly, Tyler and Donna used most of the suggestions they received. Tyler said “if I
think their comments are good then I take their comments and rewrite accordingly.” Also, Donna
stated “I always consider them and most of the time implement changes bases on my classmates’
comments.”
5.3.3 End of the Semester
By the end of the semester, all of the research participants had developed particular revision
strategies. Munir focused on the reviewers’ comments about the content of his writing, believing
that if outsiders could understand his writing, it was clear for his intended audience. In contrast,
Tyler did not follow comments from his friends who were not familiar with his major. He thought
that writers had different styles of writing. He preferred to use only the advice of a peer reviewer
who was majoring in Education. In his words:
I had two people that were kind of in the ecology, biology, and then one person that was
doing human biology, and the other person was doing education, so they were really
different styles, and we write differently in the different fields, like I said, so I was – and I
think the best reviewer was the person who was the education major.
Dr. Norman noted that Tyler’s strategy here was common among the students. They mainly
followed the suggestions from reviewers they thought were reliable. In general, they accepted more
content suggestions than proofreading comments. She said:
I think when they have a commenter that they trust, then they tend to use those
suggestions very efficiently and try to make those changes that are suggested. If they don’t
trust the person who’s commenting in a particular area, then they tend to disregard them.
I think in terms of content they’re more likely to take a suggestion. Sometimes in
proofreading they’re a little more selective about whose comments they will accept.
Tyler thought that his peer reviewers were good at pointing out when something in his
writing needed improvement.
I didn't ignore them, I knew there was something wrong, so they helped me point out,
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there's something wrong right here. This looks weird. It's just the way they wrote it down
for me, I don't think it was my style of writing, so it was just, yes, there was a mistake
there, you need to fix it.
But before he revised his work, he considered if the suggestions for revision were appropriate for
his discipline.
And then my other group members, it was just things that I missed, like maybe a little
phrase I needed, just to clarify things. But the mistakes, they had to be pointed out, and
then I have to read them, because the way they tried to correct it, I don't think would have
been proper in my field.
Tyler, who was bilingual in Spanish and English, used his reviewers’ advice about small
grammatical mistakes such as spelling errors and punctuation. For the bigger problems such as
sentence structures and word choices, he followed his advisor’s recommendations. He said:
I tend to just, if it's minor like a spelling error or a conjugation error, comma splice error,
then I fix it, but other things like rewording things, sentence structure, I have to read and
consider it really, because I can't just take it, okay, this is the way they thought I should
correct it, I'm going to correct it that way, because I think my adviser would be angry with
me if I wrote it formally.
Donna had her own method of selecting suggestions that she found useful. She judged her
friends’ comments by focusing on how the comments helped clarify the texts, how those comments
could expand her writing, and how they promoted her writing development. If the feedback did
not follow her criteria, she did not use it for revising her texts. She described:
I absolutely consider every single comment, and most of the time, I would act on the
comment, I would say, okay, that's a very good idea. On very few occasions I would say,
that doesn't really make sense, or that's not really the way I want to phrase it or work it, or
that's not what I want to project. It would be if in my opinion implementing that change
would work towards making it more clear, presenting my idea more how I want it. If it
would be consistent with my evaluation of an improvement, then I would put it. If it's not
going to make it clear, if it's not going to make it sound better to me, then I wouldn't.
Carlos took grammatical issues as his concerns for writing revision. He said, “I used most
of them [the comments from the peer reviewers]. The ones I took into consideration were usually
the comments about content or grammatical corrections about punctuation that I thought were
better the way I wrote my paragraph originally.” As an L2 writer, Carlos was less confident than
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some of the other students, and he preferred to use most of content and proofreading feedback
when he revised his texts.
In contrast, Kadar would confer with his reviewers before following the comments. He
explained:
First, if I have time, and I sit with them here in class to make sure about these comments.
When I discussed this here in class, I decide if I want to keep each one or I want to – Yeah.
If I don't have time to sit with him here in class, then I go home and I start to read my
writing again with the comments. I test myself, I see if it is – Yeah, if I will accept the
comment or not, both, scientifically and grammatically, I just go through it and then see
actually if it grammatically. If I know, then I corrected that, if I don't know, I go back to
my old classes in English and grammar to see what's good in this point. Then I just keep
what I know is correct and scientific corrections.
Kadar would ask his peers why he needed to correct his writing after he received written comments
in peer review. Then, he evaluated those comments by himself, confirming that they improved his
writing before he employed the feedback. For grammar issues, he applied his knowledge from
grammar classes and consulted the materials from his previous courses of English and Grammar
before he accepted proofreading (grammar) comments.
In summary, Donna (an L2 writer) followed most of the suggestions she received from her
peer reviewers. Munir (an L1 writer) relied on his friends and mainly followed the content
comments. Tyler (a bilingual writer) focused on proofreading comments. Carlos (an L2 writer)
liked to accept both content and proofreading comments for his writing revision. Kadar (an L2
writer) had to discuss and to investigate the comments before he used them to revise his work. In
general, the students tended to trust their peers who were from the same disciplinary for content
revision, and they followed a native speaker of English for grammar correction.
5.4

Writing Progress

5.4.1 The Beginning of the Semester
Although the graduate writers in this class had some challenges that affected their writing
revision, their writing improved through the course of the semester. Significantly, some of them
completed their theses for their degrees by the end of the semester.
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Munir believed that his work would be better if reviewers from other disciplines could
understand what he wrote. He explained how peer review affected his writing progress as follows:
The peer reviews have their ups and downs. The positive aspects of the review is that
other people outside your discipline are reading and critiquing your work, which provides
ways to adapt your writing so that a broad range of people can understand your project. On
the other hand, many times the reviewers do not do an in depth job of critiquing your paper
and only provide minimal feedback. Most of the time they do not have enough time to read
what you have turned in, leaving it to you to make corrections.
He also indicated that more comments would have helped him improve his revisions. He pointed
out that a single class period was not enough for peer review sessions.
Tyler had some difficulties with peer reviewing early in the semester that at first limited
his writing progress. He described:
During the first weeks of the class it was difficult to understand what students with nonEnglish backgrounds were writing simply because the grammar was terrible, but by the
end of February, I became more familiar with what they meant and was able to work
through that in their writing. I felt that I was making progress, even if it was just minor
things like comma splice errors. I improved my writing quite a bit. In papers for my classes,
I received comments on how well written my assignments were. The most challenging
aspect of the reviewing is content. My group members are not in my discipline and it makes
it hard for them to edit content. Usually, I get only 1 or 2 comments during the content
sessions and they are mostly just sentence structure errors. The reviewing is great if you
have big problems like misusing words or run-on sentences. I still learn a lot from the class,
I just wish more could be done for content reviews.
Like Munir, Tyler wanted more in-depth suggestions for revision from his peer reviewers in the
content peer review groups.
Kadar described how he learned peer review and how his writing was improved, indicating
that the language backgrounds of his reviewers could be helpful:
I meet weekly with two peer reviewers to review part of my proposal. My peer reviewers
are from different cultural background with different mother languages: American and
Hispanic. Reviewing my writing with them is very profitable because they are able to see
the writing mistakes. In fact, this is because they have different prospective in reading and
evaluating writing based on their own language. They also have different education levels.
However, he also pointed out the importance of similar and different disciplines in peer review.
He stated:
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Peer review is very challenging to me at least from two aspects. First, my mother language
is Arabic, which is different from American and Hispanic. The structure, writing, and
speaking are variable between languages. This matter makes it hard for me to improve my
writing style quickly. Second, my field of study is not the same that for peer reviewers. It
is important to consider this issue to understand the subject and to be able to correct any
mistakes. However, sometimes it is important to have somebody out of my field, this
person will be able to tell me if my writing are able to read and understand by other people
or not. Otherwise, in some subjects I need reviewer who specialized in my major.
Despite this issue, Kadar reported that his writing improved:
Finally, I could see progress in my writing when I compare it now with that from first week
of English 5316 class. The progress comes from learning new style of writing from peer
reviewers, the classes, and text books in this class.
Kadar believed that peer review was a great tool for assisting him while he was working on his
dissertation. It was also helpful for students who were writing theses for their degrees and journal
papers for publications. It helped him reach his goals for writing scientific articles as well. Overall,
he felt satisfied with peer review in this class.
Donna also found some benefit from peer review:
I had already participated in peer review sessions. A few times before I went to the
“Writing Center” in the UTEP library, and found that going over the revision process with
the assistance of someone else’s perspective and knowledge was of great help to develop
deeper understanding of my English, grammar, structure and style. Bases on this
experience, I feel very positive about the peer review and expect to learn and improve
significantly in my formal writing ability. I feel that I may not be as able to assist someone
else as much as I wish regarding spelling since I have a considerable weakness in that area.
I heavily rely on the spell checker tool, since virtually all my writing is done on a computer.
Therefore, when reading a classmate’s paper, I may not catch a spelling mistake. During
this first month of classes I have increase my awareness regarding some mistakes that I
frequently make. Thus, I do feel that I have improved in my writing.
Donna’s weakness in writing was how to spell correctly. She wanted to be a good help for others,
but she was not confident because she was not a native speaker of English. However, she noted
that her writing still improved.
Carlos had a very positive peer review experiences. He was pleased to be able to participate
in a group that consisted of students who had the same expertise as him, believing that they could
help him with his logic and the flow the writing. This also made him more aware of the importance
of audience. He also liked his proofreading group:
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Another class group that it is very useful is the proof reading group, because they provide
grammatical suggestions to improve my writing. I have learned a lot about giving
feedback and suggestions to other members and also I have been learning a lot about
other areas of study. It is important to note that having a multidisciplinary group makes the
feedback you received more valuable, because sometimes when you are writing for a
specific audience, you omit details or take for granted that the other people know the
background or theory behind your paper. It is always important to be clear because a lot of
people who read your paper outside the class will not have the background too.
As he was not a native speaker of English, he felt that he could not be a helpful asset for his friends.
He said he was not good at grammar; therefore, he could not provide many grammar suggestions
to his peers. He could not find even some simple grammatical errors in his friends’ writing.
However, he believed that he improved his writing in terms of grammar, particularly in the areas
of punctuation and word choices. He also appreciated the vocabulary and grammar worksheets
and exercises provided by the professor.
5.4.2 The Middle of the Semester
By the middle of the semester, the students reported writing improvement. For instance,
Munir at least could develop his vocabulary for his writing. He said:
Yes, sometimes it is hard to understand what the writer is really trying to say. Plus the
field is usually something that is not to my expertise. Explaining what you would change
and take out can also be a challenge because you do not want to make the person feel like
their writing skills are not up to par. My writing has progressed. I learned that less can be
more and then I have wide vocabulary which I need to apply more. I still have challenges
with paraphrasing.
Munir believed that it would be better if his reviewers knew his discipline and understood what he
was working on. He wanted to learn how to paraphrase better.
Tyler was not satisfied with his peer review group. He missed some classes and he could
not produce more papers to participate in peer review. He described:
This month has not been great for me. Due to interference form presentations for some
classes I was unable to write many papers. The papers I did manage to write were not edited
well in my opinion. The material needs to be fresh in our minds to edit papers. The more
we learn, the harder it gets to keep it in mind while we are reading somebody’s paper. I
improved my writing but not by a lot. I feel like my content group is lacking focus. There
is still no difference.
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By midsemester, Kadar said he improved his writing in various ways:
Language that I am using in my previous writing is changed. Instead of using the basic
knowledge in English language, I started to use higher academic level of English.
Basically, that is happened because I have to read and correct for other writers writing.
Moreover, I am very concerned to attend all ENGL 5316 classes. Now I am using verbs,
word orders, subject verb agreements, and even vocabulary correctly. My writing manner
improved due to other peer reviewers writing. I started to see different styles in writing.
Because my peer reviewers are from different departments in the university, I learn a lot of
information about other kind of researches that conducted in other colleges or departments
such as in environmental studies and human health issues. According to the other authors,
I changed my manner of writing to offer opportunity for everybody to understand my
writing. The ideas that I am using in my writing became more organized than before. First
of all, I learn to think about what I will write about, then to organize my ideas, finally to
start writing about each idea as much as I could. Later on, I go back to my article to expand
the information about each idea. All this is before the first draft completed.
Although Kadar improved his writing in terms of language, register, and ideas, he found some
challenges that affected his writing progress. He could not fully participate in peer review because
he was not confident with his English fluency. English was not his first language. He read his
peers’ writing in English, but he needed to translate that to Arabic in order to understand the
contents. Then, he was not certain how to correct his friends’ work in terms of content and
grammar.
At midsemester, Donna reported some issues:
I feel that, in order for peer review to work the people involved have to approach the
experience with an open mind and heart. I have had a challenging situation with a team
member because she is not receptive to constructive criticism. Also, it has been challenging
because I don't always bring my newest writings for review. This is sometimes because I
feel my text is not close enough to an "acceptable' condition. Some other times, I just did
not write something new. Weekends, when I feel less pressure about going and coming and
can just be home would be my prefer times to write. I do attempt to do it, but it can be
overwhelming: my 5 year old and my one year old daughters are with my and they require
constant attention. At night, after they are asleep, often I feel exhausted and I fall asleep
shortly after also.
Donna’s busy school and home schedules, as well as her conflict with a fellow student, limited her
improvement at this point. Since she was going to graduate by the end of the semester, she was
searching and applying for a job.
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By midsemester, Carlos continued to have positive peer review experiences, feeling more
comfortable about giving more extensive feedback. He was also pleased that his peers gave him
more grammar suggestions and he received better feedback from his proofreading group. He
incorporated this grammar advice into his writing. However, Carlos was not really confident with
his English and he was not good at grammar; consequently, he did not like to give his friends
grammar suggestions.
5.4.3 The End of the Semester
After the class ended, the L1, bilingual, and L2 writers had progressed in their writing to
different degrees.
Overall, Munir had negative experiences with peer review, and he felt that his writing
progress was minimal. However, he was able to expand his vocabulary. To illustrate, this was an
early version of his writing:

Illustration 5.1: Munir’s early writing draft.
In a revised draft, Munir was able to use more specific vocabulary to express his ideas. This excerpt
shows his final draft:
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Illustration 5.2: Munir’s revised writing draft.
Munir found that lacking times to complete peer review was the main problem for his peer review
groups. Particularly, he did not receive more helpful comments for the revision.
Like Munir, Tyler was not completely satisfied with his progress of writing. He explained:
This month is the worst month of class in my opinion. The issues with my content have
not been worked on. I need people in my own discipline to review my material. I noticed
that I wasn’t getting any better. Mostly because other group members need more help on
their work. My grammar is much better than what it used to be. My papers are clearer; my
content is not getting reviewed and it worries me at times. I need content reviews to help
me write more. There is a slight difference in the way I have been reading other peoples
papers. I started to get used to their writing and don’t correct as much as I should. Maybe
switching review groups would help.
Tyler felt that while his grammar improved because of the proofreading review groups, his ideas
were being neglected. This is a sample of his early draft:

75

Illustration 5.3: Tyler’s early writing draft.
His revised text shows that his revisions were limited to word choice and usage:

Illustration 5.4: Tyler’s revised writing draft.
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Tyler believed that switching the students in the peer review groups, rather than keeping them in
the same group throughout the semester, would have been better.
Similarly, Donna was not quite happy with her writing experiences. Donna, an L2 writer,
was struggling with her academic writing development. She pointed out that her first language
supported her learning as a stronger writer. She described:
During the past 14 years, I have had a long and painful journey as an academic writer. At
the beginning, the primarily reason for my struggles was that I had to learn a new language,
English (L2), at the same time that I was developing academic writing skills. Some of the
pain in my journey derived from the frustration of not being able to express myself with
the same fluidity as I could in Spanish (L1), my mother tongue. However, the strong
command I have in Spanish has benefited me greatly; many language skills have
transferred from L1 to L2. Finally, after spending more years in college that most people,
I recently began to feel that I could express my ideas in L2 almost as well as I could in L1.
Although she found that she was better in writing, she encountered more writing
challenges. She did not gain more benefit from peer review because of her personality and time
management problems. She explained:
Now that the “language barrier” has gone down, I find myself confronting new
challenges as an academic writer. In particular, during this last semester in the master’s
degree program, it has become apparent that I have difficulty balancing all the aspects of
my life. I seem to have a problem saying “no” and sometimes I end up with too much more
than what I can truly handle. My conclusion is that I should not overestimate my
capabilities; I should prioritize better and commit only to doing what I can actually do.
Otherwise, the result is poor performance, stress and unhappiness. I feel that, even though
I did benefit from the writing workshop, I could have gain much more from it if I had not
felt overwhelmed most of the time. Still, I believe that I walk away from this course with
newly acquired knowledge, a deeper understanding of myself, and more polished academic
writing skills; it was definitely a great course!
Her personal challenges limited the benefit that she received from the peer review process.
Here is a sample from an early draft:
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Illustration 5.5: Donna’s early writing draft.
Her revised draft had few changes since she received only few comments from her friends. This
was a sample from her later draft:

Illustration 5.6: Donna’s revised writing draft.
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Donna had to learn how to give her friends more comments, and she needed to ask for more
feedback from her peer review group members. Her peer review experiences could be improved if
she received more guidelines how to deal with writing challenges and how to make peer review
more effective.
In contrast, Kadar had positive feeling about peer review in this class. He felt that he
improved his content, organization, and ideas, and he also learned more about sentence structure,
punctuation, prepositions, word choice, and subject-verb agreement. He felt that his writing was
more academic. He learned how to use more complex sentences, how to choose vocabulary for his
writing. He knew how to use a comma, a semicolon, and a colon in a proper place.
Kadar was proud of his writing progress and he confirmed that “after three months of peer
review sessions in ENGL 5316 class, I could see changes in my writing. The first assignments
were full of writing mistakes while the final assignments were more clear and less writing
mistakes.” This is an earlier version of his draft:

Illustration 5.7: Kadar’s early writing draft.
After he revised it, he said it was clearer and cleaner. He has fewer mistakes or errors. He
was happy with his revision. This is a later draft of his writing:
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Illustration 5.8: Kadar’s revised writing draft.
Additionally, Kadar agreed with that peer review was a very valuable tool for writing, and
it was quite effective in this class. He completed his goals and he was ready to enhance his writing
skills. He said:
Finally, as a result of this class, I become able to write scientific articles. I wrote three
main subjects, which is proposal, paper about Pachycondyla cavernosa, and other paper
revolves around Pachycondyla pachyderma. I will publish those two papers and will work
in future to increase my publications using the writing skills that I learn in this class.
It seems that Kadar was the most successful writer in this class because he did not find any
challenges while participating in peer review.
In the same way, Carlos was another positive learner in this class. He had good experiences
from peer review. He liked this class because it helped him develop new writing skills. He also
loved the worksheets and lessons before peer review. His peer review experiences were very
positive. The input and suggestions from his classmates helped enrich the content of his papers.
His proofreading group did an excellent job by providing him grammatical feedback. He was
gratified with both content and proofreading groups.
To show Carlos’s writing progress, this is an excerpt from his early draft:
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Illustration 5.9: Carlos’s early writing draft.
The above illustration showed that Carlos received some suggestions about punctuation
that he used when he revised his work:

Illustration 5.10: Carlos’s revised writing draft.
From the above excerpt, Carlos employed most of the feedback in his revision. Eventually, he
made some writing progress.
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Importantly, Carlos found that his friends who were from the same major could help him
improve contents while friends who were outsiders could assist grammar issues and the clarity of
writing. He employed the editing symbols. He preferred the written comments, and he usually
wrote his suggestions on his friends’ papers. He learned how to work well with other group
members in peer review sessions:
It is important to note that having a multidisciplinary group makes the feedback you
received more valuable, because sometimes when you are writing for a specific audience,
you omit details or take for granted that the other people know the background or theory
behind your paper. It is always important to be clear because a lot of people who read your
paper outside the class will not have the background too. In conclusion, I am really happy
with the outcomes of taking this course. I feel more confident about my writing and I will
keep practicing the methodologies I learned so I can decrease the grammar and punctuation
errors that I have right now.
In short, the L1, bilingual, and L2 graduate writers in this class made different amounts of
progress and had various perspectives about peer review experiences. Munir (L1 writer), Tyler
(bilingual), and Donna (L2 writer) found that their peer review experiences were quite negative
because they did not receive more helpful or enough feedback from their peer review group
members. Although they seemed disappointed with peer review outcomes, they were still active
and entirely participated in peer review sessions, and they were glad that they could be some of
assistance for others. However, Carlos and Kadar (L2 writers) were satisfied with peer review.
They thought that peer review was a great tool for writing development since they received
sufficient comments.
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Chapter 6: How Peer Review Strategies Were Used in Different Peer Review
Groups
This chapter focuses on how the peer review strategies were used in (a) peer review groups
of students from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines, (b) of students from
different language backgrounds but similar disciplines, (c) of students from similar language
backgrounds and disciplines, and (d) of students from different language backgrounds and
disciplines.
6.1

Students from Similar Language Backgrounds but Different Disciplines

6.1.1 Beginning of the Semester
Students who were from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines could
contribute to the effectiveness of peer review in many ways. To illustrate, Munir thought that his
peer review group members provided some helpful comments for him, and he used those
comments to revise his drafts. He mentioned that students from the same language backgrounds
but different fields could help him in terms of audience awareness. Since his peers were fluent and
knew the same languages as him, they could give him some valuable information for revising his
writing and for making his writing more appropriate for the audience. Mostly, they focused on
language use for a wider audience. This could help outsiders understand the messages that he was
trying to convey. For Munir, the strategies that his peers used during peer review included
elaborating on the use of language in writing rather than refining the contents.
Tyler pointed out that students who had the similar language backgrounds as him could
help him a little bit with his sentence structures, grammatical errors, spelling, and punctuations.
Like Munir, Tyler thought that his peers mainly emphasized grammar; therefore, he could slightly
improve his writing in terms of correctness. The strategies used in peer review groups included
indicating grammatical mistakes and fixing some mechanic problems.
Donna found that some of her team members were English as a Second Language (ESL)
learners like her. She said these friends had different English competency, and they were from
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various majors. She noticed that the friends who were better in English could help others who were
not good at English. Mainly, they focused on grammar rather than on the content of the writing
they were reviewing.
Similar to Munir, Carlos learned how to write for different audiences from his peer review
group that had members from the same language backgrounds but different fields. He said:
I think that one of the most important contributions they do is that because they’re from
different disciplines. Sometimes when you write for your own discipline you take for
granted that everybody has the same background or everybody knows the same thing. So,
once you get in touch with other people who don’t have the same background, they start
questioning, “But, why do you put this here? It’s not clear.” So, when you write, you have
to write for all audiences, so that’s something important.
He found that his peers used questions and asking for clarification during peer review sessions.
From Kadar’s perspective, he found that his friends who were from different majors were
essentially advantageous for his writing development. He explained how his peer review members
could be helpful for him:
So everyone have different perspective and they just see things from a different angle.
And then they try to – just they give you advice as they know when they read the article
for example or the papers. And I mean they would give suggestions and explanations for
some things, and I mean they don’t know about this major but they give some comments.
Kadar knew that the variety of audiences was helpful for his writing. He could revise his work by
following his friends’ comments. This improved the audience and purpose of his writing.
To support to the above discussions, Dr. Norman explained:
I think it’s harder to work across disciplines than to work within the same discipline even
when there are language differences. I think at the beginning of the semester especially
some students are very intimidated by students’ writing out of their discipline. They’re
afraid they don’t understand it, and so they say oh it looks fine. And they have to learn to
distinguish good writing in other fields as well as their own field. So I think generally
speaking it’s easier to work within your own field in spite of language differences than it
is to work across disciplines. “I think for instance a liberal arts person and a scientist who
have the same language still are reading something so out of their experience that it’s
difficult. But if it’s two biologists for instance who maybe have language differences they
can work them out because they understand the subject matter and because a lot of the
jargon and vocabulary is similar.

84

This indicates that students had more peer review difficulties when they worked with their friends
who were not from the same disciplines although they had the same language backgrounds. They
were not confident to give their peers feedback because they were uncertain what the contents
were about. Therefore, they focused on grammar issues rather than content problems. The
differences of disciplines affected how students worked with their friends in peer review groups.
If they were from various majors, they encountered more challenges related to providing feedback.
6.1.2 During the Semester
In the middle of the semester, some students still had the same perspectives as at the
beginning of the semester about peer review group members who had similar language
backgrounds but different disciplines. Munir said that his friends provided some insightful
comments and helped him understand the importance of audience. When he was working on his
writing, he had to confirm that readers from other fields understood what he was trying to convey
in his papers. He explained:
Well, they provided insight. The main thing that I'm trying to do is that I'm trying to
make sure that anyone can understand me. So if people from a different discipline can't
understand what I'm trying to write, there might be a chance that anyone else from a
different discipline might not understand. So I'm trying to make it so that everyone can
understand. They're providing me feedback to make sure that anyone can read my paper
and understand what I'm trying to do.
Mostly, his friends provided feedback that could improve the clarity of his writing and that could
expand his ideas. They used explanations and clarification as strategies in peer review teams.
In contrast with Munir, Tyler did not receive enough content comments from his friends.
He mentioned that friends who had the same language backgrounds but different majors could
help him work on grammar problems. They pointed out proofreading or grammatical errors by
highlighting the mistakes. Tyler was pleased with that, but not pleased by the limited comments
he received on his ideas. It was difficult for them to provide feedback about ideas that they were
not familiar with.
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Donna said that Tyler was perfectly fluent in both English and Spanish and that she
considered Tyler as a native English speaker; thus, she felt comfortable to work with him. He was
a great help for Donna’s writing development. His strategies included explanations and
clarification during peer review. Though Donna and Tyler had the similar language backgrounds,
they were from different fields of study. Donna specialized in education while Tyler knew science.
For Donna, she was satisfied with receiving grammar comments from Tyler because she could use
those comments to make her writing better. She did not mention anything about content feedback.
She might not expect to receive any content comments from her peer review group members
because they did not know much about her field.
Carlos believed that the comments he received from the L2 peers were comparable to those
who were L1 or bilingual. His L2 peers focused on sentence structures and how to revise sentences.
They also helped him develop the organization of his writing. They generally used clarification
and explanations during peer review.
Like Tyler, Kadar said his friends could be helpful only for grammar issues, but they could
not provide useful content feedback in peer review. They had the same language backgrounds as
him. In other words, they were L2 writers like Kadar. Nonetheless, since they were from different
disciplines, they could not help him improve his ideas.
During the semester, all students confirmed that they mainly received only grammar
feedback from friends who had similar language backgrounds but different discipline.
Additionally, Munir improved audience awareness. Tyler, Donna, Carlos, and Kadar improved
their grammar.
6.1.3 End of Semester
After the semester ended, Munir still confirmed that his peers who had similar language
backgrounds but different majors were important for his writing development because they could
help him make his papers more understandable and clearer, in particular for outsiders or wider
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audiences. They pointed out what was not clear and gave him some suggestions to improve the
clarification of his writing.
Tyler also stated that he had one friend in a proofreading group and another friend in a
content group who had similar language backgrounds as him but they were from various majors.
Tyler said that “they can help me a lot with grammar and spelling. Not so much content in my
experience.” He realized that in order to improve the content, he needed to revise sentence
structures and he had to fix grammar problems. This could help him with audience awareness as
well.
In addition, Donna had only one peer who was from a similar language background but
who was from a different field:
There would be one person that fits that criteria, and he was very useful for my writing,
because he appears to have a lot of experience doing revisions and corrections for other
people, and so it was very easy for him in particular to point out mistakes that can very
easily be overlooked by somebody, you know, it's your own writing, so you don't see it.
Somebody else can see it very clearly. So I was lucky that he was very in tune with the
process of revision, and very clear in his explanations, so it was very useful.
Frequently, the feedback that Donna received was about grammar. She revised her work by making
it more comprehensible and clearer. Her peer used explanations and highlighting grammatical
errors in peer review.
Carlos expressed his points of view about his team members:
I noticed that classmates from similar language background but different disciplines
tended to be very meticulous and careful in catching grammar errors from words and
punctuations. They also gave me suggestions to make my paper clearer and easier to
understand regarding technical words and concepts used in my paper.
His friends emphasized only grammar concerns such as word choices and punctuation use. They
additionally helped him make his paper more understandable and clearer. Kadar also had the same
perspectives as Carlos. He said that “most of the time, they made corrections in grammar. So it's
not in my major.” He frequently received feedback about grammatical errors rather than content
comments from peer review.
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By the end of the semester, all L1 and L2 graduate writers in this study confirmed that their
friends who had similar language backgrounds but different disciplines could mostly only provide
grammar feedback because they were not familiar with the content. The strategies they used were
primarily explanations and clarifications. They also pointed out grammar mistakes, highlighted
language use, and asked questions in peer review sessions.
6.2

Students from Different Language Backgrounds but Similar Disciplines

6.2.1 Beginning of the Semester
The L1, bilingual, and L2 writers in my study who were in the second category (different
language backgrounds but similar disciplines) learned how to make peer review better and used
various strategies in their peer review groups. Munir found that his friends were actually helpful
because “they read very in-depth, which helps catch little mistakes that L1 readers may miss.”
They could figure out even very small problems.
In contrast, Tyler noticed that his team was not really a good help. He described:
I don’t really feel like there is a big difference just because they both point out the same
mistakes in my writing. So even if they’re non-native speakers they should have a basic
understanding of grammar rules and things like that, and they do point them out when
they’re in – in my papers they point them out regardless of their background. Like the
thing is with native speakers they tend to do a lot more structuring. So my sentence
structure and things like that that’s what helps me, the people that are actually native
speakers. And my major group I feel like I don’t get the same help with them because
they’re more focused on whether or not things are I guess complete or not maybe. I mean
even with similar majors they’re not exactly my area of study, so they still have a hard time
kind of isolating issues with content, and I think that’s well it’s one of the things that I
really don’t like. It’d be best if I had an aquatic entomologist edit my stuff, so.
Although his friends had different language backgrounds, they could provide feedback about
sentence structures and grammatical errors just like his friends who were native speakers of
English. They knew something about the content of the writing, but they did not exactly know all
details. Therefore, they could give Tyler some limited comments. At least, they pointed out some
grammatical errors and content problems so that Tyler could revise his work.
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Donna did not find anyone in her team fit this category when the semester started. Carlos
found that his group had people who had various native languages but similar majors and that they
were helpful for his writing revision. He said:
Yeah, well, within the same disciplines, then probably what I’ve been feeling that it has
been the most valuable contribution is that about the content. Sometimes they make
suggestions like, “Well, okay, I think you should include also this, a little bit more
information about this or a little bit more information about other areas to complement the
content of the paper.” Well, if we – if they have like different native languages, but they
also – we are able to communicate in English.
Carlos still received content comments from his peers. Like Carlos, Kadar stated:
Even though they have different language backgrounds but still they are good because
especially when they are from the same areas and they study the same majors, science for
example. They can give better suggestions than those who are from arts for examples or
are from different colleges. So this is more helpful.
His friends from this category could provide content feedback that could help him revise his
papers.
Dr. Norman elaborated more on these students’ responses:
I think at first peer reviewers tend to be a little impatient with someone who doesn’t
speak the language as well as they do, but they can make conversation over the subject
matter if they share disciplines. For instance, if you have two geophysicists, it doesn’t
matter if one is from Thailand and one is from Mexico, because they understand what
they’re talking about. They know a volcano is a volcano in any language, and I think that’s
a bit easier.
In her view, the differences of native languages did not really matter in peer review because the
students were from similar fields.
6.2.2 During the Semester
The students continued to have similar perspectives about peer review during the semester.
Munir noticed that his friends “find the small mistakes, the little mistakes which is good, because
those little mistakes can throw off the whole sentence, and they find out the punctuation and the
things that make the flow go very well.” The comments that he received were about grammar.
Similarly, Tyler mentioned:
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Sometimes being able to understand what someone means can help rewrite portions of
the paper. If the other person is not sure what you mean, it becomes really difficult.
Different language makes it a bit harder to understand what someone is written because
they tend to use a different structure altogether.
He utilized more explanations to help friends in this case. Though his peers had the same expertise,
they had different language backgrounds; hence they might not understand the content because of
issues about sentence structure.
Dr. Norman’s comments reinforce the students’ comments:
They work very well in their content group, of course, because they understand what the
other person is talking about, so somebody who's an expert in ants enjoys having another
biologist in his groups because that person will understand what he's doing. I think that for
the most part, the language doesn't get in the way in the content group. Language is more
of a barrier in the proofreading I think.
To her, the language differences might create some problems in proofreading teams. The similarity
of disciplines would benefit the content groups.
Although Donna did not find any friends who belonged to this category previously, she
finally recognized that two of her friends fitted to this peer review category. She stated:
From one of them I receive meaningful input, while the other’s written comments in my
paper replicate mine in her paper. This is obvious to me because she imitates my
vocabulary. However my comments are authentic and well-intended, while her comments
her not properly substantiated.
She was negative about peer review, and she did not like her team members although they were
helpful for her writing revision in some points.
Unlike Donna, Carlos and Kadar had positive responses about peer review. In this category,
Carlos explained:
They provide me a lot of, because they have kind of the same backgrounds I have, so
they provide me like with a lot of content compared to the ones that are from different
backgrounds that the ones who are from the same background, they provide me with a lot
of suggestions, like okay, I think you should include this section here. You should add
more of this because it’s not understandable the way you wrote it. And in the case of L2,
I think I get a more kind of a meticulous feedback from them because usually they don’t
have the background, so if it’s not clear and if it’s not well written, they won’t understand
that it’s as easily people from my same background.
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Carlos discovered that differences of native languages were not a problem in peer review. His
friends could give him more content comments because they knew what he was working on.
Friends who were from the same majors were essential since they had more understanding about
the content.
Similarly, Kadar thought that content-area knowledge helped to mitigate confusions that
might result from having peer reviewers from different language backgrounds:
Those are better because they have – so for example, my language is Arabic. So there's
English and Spanish, and we are – three of us, we have the same major, but we deal with
English, we're trying to peer review in English, not by other languages, not by Spanish, not
by Arabic. It's English, then those – sometimes they are better than me in language and
grammar and everything sometimes, I have some points better than them but not too much
I mean for me so now when correcting my writing and they have the same major, they
realize everything quickly, they will correct it perfectly.
Kadar believed that comments on his ideas were vital in helping him revise his work and make it
better.
6.2.3 End of Semester
After the students finished the class, they shared their experiences about peer review. For
example, Munir determined that his friends who had different language backgrounds but the same
areas of the study could be advantageous for his writing improvement. He said that his friends
provided meaningful views about his work, and they confirmed if he used the correct research
methods for his discipline. For Munir, the critical reviewing from friends who knew similar content
was a key for writing development.
In the same way, Donna pointed out that her friends could help her improve ideas or content
and some grammar issues. She stated:
My content group. There is, in that content group, one particular person also that was –
she seems to be very familiar with the revision process, it's part of the work, so she was
very useful at pointing out mistakes. Although that group is really about ideas, not so much
about grammar. But as you're looking for ideas, you can also always point out little
mistakes of correctness.

91

It seemed that Donna expected her friends to focus on grammar or correctness rather than content.
In order to help her friends, she usually employed questions and explanations during peer review.
Unlike the others, Tyler believed that he could be a good help in this category instead of
receiving helpful feedback from his peer review members. He explained:
So at least, in my opinion, there wasn’t really a big difference. The only thing that was
different was that I was able to help them a little more, so it all depends on what level each
of you are at. For example, one person in one of my groups didn't have the level of English
that I have, and I was a little hesitant in taking advice from them in grammar, things like
that, but it's the same corrections and things like that that I'm doing over and over again. I
was able to help them more than they were helping me. I don't mind if it improves their
writing a little more.
Different language backgrounds and the same majors did not have many effects for Tyler’ peer
review groups. He was usually a “giver” of the feedback in this case.
Carlos and Kadar received both content and grammar comments from friends who
belonged to this category. Carlos said:
Classmates from different language background than mine focused more in paragraph
and sentence structure. Classmates from similar discipline were trying to give suggestions
about thing I should incorporate to have a more complete paper. Both feedbacks were
equally important and complementary to my peer-review experience.
His friends highlighted some grammar mistakes and provided some suggestions for developing
contents. Also, Kadar mentioned that “they add a lot of notes in my writing, but grammatically
and scientifically. This was very helpful.” Both Carlos and Kadar noticed that their friends used
explanations and specified errors of language use during peer review sessions.
In Dr. Norman’s view, language differences were not actually a problem for peer review.
She noted:
I think they work very well in terms of content, talking about what more could be added,
what might be omitted, what sources they might use and that sort of thing and I don’t
think that language really interferes with those conversations.
Again, the same majors were significant for peer review in this case.
backgrounds did not create more difficulties during peer review.
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Different language

By the end of the semester, Munir, Tyler, and Donna concurred that their friends mostly
focused on grammar. However, Carlos and Kadar found that their friends provided both content
and proofreading comments. The strategies in peer review included explanations, clarification,
questions, and pointing out grammar mistakes.
6.3

Students from Similar Language Backgrounds and Disciplines

6.3.1 Beginning of the Semester
The writers in this study had various opinions and experiences about peer review in their
groups that consisted of students who were from similar language backgrounds and disciplines.
For instance, Munir learned that his friends could add some insightful comments to what he should
already understand. Also, Tyler thought that his peers who knew what he was writing could really
provide more supportive comments than friends who had various native languages and fields of
study.
Interestingly, Donna and Carlos reported that at this point in the semester they did not have
peer reviewers who fit this category. Kadar maintained that he received the same benefits as the
previous category. He admitted:
Okay, yeah. The same kind of advantage that can I get from them as those from different
language background and they are working on science. If the peer review will work with
you and he have science major even chemistry or for example biology or geology, those
are more – Yeah, more helpful than those from out of this area. I mean they don’t know
about science for example or something like this. But whenever you get someone is more
closer to your area or major, that would be more helpful.
He specifically focused on contents rather than language issues and he preferred receiving content
feedback.
To add to that, Dr. Norman noted that this category should be an easy one for peer review.
She explained:
I think they have a fairly easy time of it, and you can see this when a group where
everybody speaks the same language starts speaking that language that’s other than
English. For instance if there are three or four Spanish speakers in a group, often they’ll
start speaking Spanish because they get frustrated with their second language and it’s easier
for them to speak their first language. And I have to remind them during proof reading not
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to do that, not to speak the other language because it interferes. But in the content group I
don’t think it matters.
In her view, the similarity of language backgrounds and disciplines could facilitate the
effectiveness of peer review.
6.3.2 During the Semester
In the middle of the semester, students have learned more about peer review. Munir
recognized that he had one friend who was in this category. He confirmed:
Of course he's from the same discipline, and of course English is his first language, so it
definitely helps if he can read and understand that. It reaffirms what I'm trying to say. I
don't know if that makes sense, but it just reaffirms it, because he speaks English and he's
in my discipline and because he is in my discipline and he speaks English. I wouldn't say
I'd be more prone to use him comments, but I'd definitely look at his with more depth
because he would be able to support my paper a little bit more.
Munir felt pleased to participate in this peer review group. This friend could support him to revise
his writing and to make it better; as a result, he seemed to depend on this peer’s feedback.
Kadar described how his team members worked in peer review. He stated:
They are perfect in the content, but in the language, they may have something better or
similar as for me. The content, they have the same major, they will be better in that thing.
Yeah, actually we improved that part when they reviewed my writing, they see my
scientific points that I mentioned. You have to say this, by this way – because we in
science, we say things this way. This is good, this is what improves my writing in this part
but when it comes to grammar, sometimes by myself, I can't correct it, or they can't correct
it.
Although his friends had the same language backgrounds and similar fields of study, they could
be a good supporter only in the areas of content since some of them had problems with English.
Carlos found that his friends could give him some comments about references. He
explained:
They usually help me because usually we have the same kind of like style of writing, like
the same, if it’s not APA it will be like a different like Chicago style or something, some
style that we are familiar with so they give me also like how to make references and style
and mostly.
Dr. Norman still maintained that this category was supportive in peer review. She
confirmed:
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That, of course, is the most effective combination. They are able to work at a very high
level and work very quickly, and maybe that's what's happening, maybe that's why students
are finishing their discussions earlier because they've gotten really good at going through
the papers, and besides which there are fewer mistakes now.
These students should perform better in their peer review groups because they were familiar with
the contents and they might face a fewer challenges regarding language backgrounds.
Although Munir, Carlos, and Kadar believed that their friends in this category were helpful,
Tyler confirmed that he was disappointed because he did not receive beneficial feedback from his
peer review group members. Donna also discovered that peer review in this category was
unsuccessful since she trusted only L1 writers who were from any knowledge backgrounds.
6.3.3 End of Semester
By the end of the semester, Dr. Norman pointed out that her students could work better
because they knew the same languages and understand the similar subjects. She mentioned:
Well if they’re native English speakers for instance and they’re writing in English, of
course they have a lot of input. If they’re all say Spanish speakers, then they have a wide
understanding of what kinds of problems are probable in people who’s native language is
Spanish so they can help each other that way linguistically.
She was somewhat confident that the students in this category had the most benefits in peer review.
They should not have any problems about their language backgrounds and majors.
Similarly, Munir said “the one group member who is from similar language background
and discipline helps my paper more clear and focused on the subject.” He seemed to rely on this
friend since he believed that his peer could be trustful for him.
Tyler was unsatisfied with peer review due to the differences in the disciplines in his
content peer review group:
It's really difficult to say, because I only have one person that was in science with a
similar language background. It wasn't in my content group, and it didn't really give a lot
of help, just because, again, it's a completely different discipline. I was talking about
apples, and they were talking about oranges.
He found difficulty in peer review because he really wanted to work with friends who knew all
details in his writing.
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Donna reported that no one in her peer review groups fit this category. Carlos noticed that
his friends “were more focused in grammar errors from words and punctuation rules reviewed in
class, they also tended to focus in re-wording sentences and definitions that were not clear or
confuse.” The comments that he received were mainly about grammar issues. Similarly, Kadar
liked to work with friends who had similar language backgrounds and disciplines. He described:
In fact, as I saw in my writing workshop, this guy was the only one who could help me in
my papers and in my writing I think because there's no one who had the same major, and
he grade my papers or something. He was the only one in the same major, and when he
read my writing, he just knows about what I'm talking about. So his corrections were not
only about the grammar or the content or something, but even the specific things, sometime
he suggested the things, I just forget. Sometimes he eliminate some things, because even if
he had the same background. Just like me, I have different mother language, and he had a
different mother language, but he still have more experience in English than me.
His friend provided both content and proofreading feedback and he felt comfortable working with
this peer. He realized that a friend who was an L2 writer and knew his field of study could
understand his situation, and this friend could produce feedback that supported him to improve his
papers.
6.4

Students from Different Language Backgrounds and Disciplines

6.4.1 Beginning of the Semester
The students again had various reactions to working in their peer review groups, in this
case working with students from both different language backgrounds and disciplines. Munir, who
tended to always look at the positive side of peer review, reported that his friends could give him
some comment focusing on sentence structure and the clarification of his texts. They indicated
some grammatical errors, and they made Munir realize the importance of diverse audiences.
Tyler mentioned that his peers in this category emphasized spelling, grammar issues, and
sentence structure. However, students who had different language backgrounds and knowledge
might not be able to completely understand what Tyler was writing; consequently, they did not
pay attention to the content. They focused on providing feedback that could make the texts more
understandable and clearer.
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Carlos had some problems with his peer review groups because of students in this category.
He was not quite confident to offer many comments because of his language background. As an
L2 writer, he felt that he was not good enough to provide feedback. He explained:
Well, so far I think they’re having probably the same struggle that I had at the beginning,
because my role is that I felt that I was not providing enough feedback for them in like
about writing. And because it was not my area, I was like – my discipline, I thought I
couldn’t contribute also a lot, so like the first couple of weeks I was feeling like I was not
doing much to improve their papers, because it was an area that I was not familiar with and
also like because I – is – I don’t have my primary language as English, it was hard for me
to catch grammar mistakes or grammar errors, but… I think it would be a little bit more
difficult just to provide – to provide the – a good feedback, but I think once you keep
practicing, probably it will be better.
He specified that students in this category made peer review more difficult since they encountered
challenges of languages and disciplines. Yet, he believed that peer review would be more
beneficial or effective if the group members practiced providing more helpful comments.
Interestingly, Kadar noted that various language backgrounds were not a problem in peer
review because the students used the same language which was English and they all had some
English skills such as reading and writing. This situation should not affect peer review. They still
could give feedback to their friends. Nonetheless, the challenge was that students who were from
different areas or majors did not really understand the content, and it was hard to provide some
meaningful comments. It was quite difficult to trust peers who were not familiar with the contents.
Dr. Norman agreed with this perspective:
They struggle. The most difficult, and they learn to be very patient with one another. I’m
amazed at how few get totally frustrated. They keep plugging away, and I think that shows
determination. Yeah. And that’s why I really work hard at the beginning of the semester
to get them to understand the importance of mutual respect, that they are each experts in
their field to a certain extent and experts in their own, sometimes a number of other
languages, and that we have to value one another in spite of their language backgrounds
and their other fields of interest.
Students needed to understand their peers’ language backgrounds and knowledge in order to
improve their performances in peer review.

97

6.4.2 During the Semester
While students were taking the class, they believed that peer review was at least somewhat
helpful for their writing improvement. Munir stated:
They were really critical, my experience so far is that they were really critical and they
didn't really understand what I am trying to do, but that was good because I had to add to
my paper and I took out things and I added things that made the paper cover more in a
simpler way. So that was – especially for my methods. It helped a lot with that.
At least, his friends who knew different languages and who were from different disciplines could
provide some comments regarding the clarification of the texts and audience awareness. Carlos
also agreed with that his group members supported his writing development. He said:
They, well the main thing that they help me is to try to make my paper clear that’s the
main thing like they suggest new things to make it easier to understand to the population,
not just science specific or my area specifically.
The focus of commenting was how to make writing clearer and more understandable. Munir and
Carlos received some good advice from their peers.
Tyler thought that “proofreading does not suffer, content does. Even if not all the errors
are caught, obvious things are always picked out.” His friends could provide some grammar
comments, but they had difficulties pointing out how to improve the content of his papers because
they did not know what he was writing about. Like Tyler, Kadar explained why working with
students from different majors created problems for peer review:
Because they are from different majors – I see that it's hard for them to correct it. For
languages it's okay, for language they can say – they even have a background in English,
someone American or something – when he comes to – if he is not in the same major, when
he tried to correct my writing, he made mistakes because he tried to say something as the
Americans – what we inside have done is this, this happens sometimes. So this is problem
sometimes.
Kadar believed that a proofreading group was fine, but the content group was affected by
students from this category. The professor of the class also confirmed that it was the most difficult
situation for peer review. She mentioned that it “can create frustration but I think a lot of the
frustrations have been worked out by this time in the semester.”
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Earlier, Donna did not find anyone who fitted in this category. Later in the semester, she
just recognized that she had one friend who was from a different language background and area of
study. However, this peer gave her what she described as useless comments, and she said “his
input is not very meaningful.” In her perspective, working with someone from a different major
and language background was very challenging.
To sum up, in the middle of the semester, Munir and Carlos discovered that their peer
review group members who were from different language backgrounds and disciplines were
beneficial. They experienced some positive outcomes of peer review. However, Tyler, Kadar, and
Donna accepted that it was problematic because they did not receive enough meaningful feedback.
6.4.3 End of Semester
After the students finished the class, they concluded that their peer review was affected by
peer reviewers who were from various language backgrounds and majors. From the beginning to
the end of the semester, Munir was consistent to say that “they are very critical of my writing
because they are outside of my field, but that helps me make my paper more understandable for
others outside my field.” His peers helped him in terms of clarification and audience. Also, by the
end of the semester, Donna had changed her mind about the usefulness of comments from someone
outside of her field:
This particular classmate, he also helps me, although his dominance of English may not
be as strong, but his input was very useful looking at things at a different way, so maybe
his help was not so much in the grammar part, but in the idea, getting ideas more clear.
What do you really mean here, what is this supposed to – what is this place?
Munir and Donna had similar experiences with their peer review groups. They agreed with that
the writing could be improved by their friends’ feedback. Carlos had similar thoughts:
Mainly in the way I was able to make my paper understandable to general population that
we’re not familiar with the technical words and constructs and concepts used in my field.
They also focused more in correcting paragraph and sentence structure.
Although Tyler’s peer review group members in this category could provide some help
with grammatical mistakes, they provided very little content feedback. Tyler complained:
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It was mostly grammar and spelling, again. And I had one person like that in my content
group, again. I don't know if it was just people in the content group, or just the way they
were revising it or something, but my content group rarely had any edits. I had maybe
three or four edits in my papers.
Like Tyler, Kadar mainly received grammar comments from his friends. He too found it
challenging to work with reviewers who were outsiders. He explained:
They don't know anything about my topic, but I told him, I explained to them, and some
of them, because their major is not really far from mine, but they are in science, so they
can catch up what I mean when I explain to them, and they would accept it. But those who
majored in art or literature or something like this, or language, those, they cannot deal with
it. They try and do something, but most of the corrections that they do was in grammar.
They corrected grammar and the organization and everything. But the scientific content,
they try to do something, but unfortunately they cannot.
His friends focused on grammar and organization of the texts rather than how to improve the
content. Dr. Norman agreed that this situation was challenging:
That’s of course the hardest problem. They have to find areas of praxis, places where
they can start talking about problems and I think they again have to be very patient with
one another and I think they have to work a little bit harder.
She maintained that this case was the most challenging in peer review because students needed to
adjust their understanding of both languages and disciplines in order to facilitate peer review.
In summary, based on my interviews, I am able to rank the peer review categories in order
of difficulty:
1. Students from different language backgrounds and disciplines.
2. Students from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines.
3. Students from different language backgrounds but similar disciplines.
4. Students from similar language backgrounds and disciplines.
The most difficult case was that of a peer review group that contained students who were
from various language backgrounds and majors. The easiest situation was that of a peer review
team that consisted of members who had the same language backgrounds and fields of study. The
L1, bilingual, and L2 graduate writers in this study thought that the differences of disciplines were
major challenges in peer review.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion
In this final chapter, I will present a summary of the study, including its implications,
limitations, and areas for future research.
7.1

Summary of the Study and Responding to Research Questions
The main findings in this study were that graduate student writers mostly used

“clarification” as a peer review strategy during peer review, that the students learned to selectively
use their friends’ comments for revising their writing, and that more various language backgrounds
and disciplines created more challenges in peer review.
My three research questions and findings are as follows:
Question #1: What strategies do graduate student writers from mixed language
backgrounds and different disciplines use in peer review sessions?
The graduate writers in this study used various peer review strategies, including
clarification, confirmation, suggestions, explanations, questions, agreement, uncertain comments,
disagreement, repetition, examples, compliments, discouragement, and code. They mostly used
“clarification” in peer review sessions. These strategies were used in the peer review groups
throughout the semester. They became better at giving and/or receiving suggestions for revision.
They used different peer review strategies in different times during the semester. To add to that,
all participants had their own roles in peer review:
Tyler and Munir were authoritative readers.
Kadar was an interpretive reader.
Donna was a probing reader.
Carlos was a collaborative reader.
Although these participants’ stances were different, they could still help each other revise
and improve their writing. On the whole, as the semester progressed, they learned how to
effectively work together in peer review groups.
Question #2: How do graduate student writers use the strategies to revise their writing?
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To respond to this question, I mainly analyzed the students’ interviews; I did not do a
thorough analysis of the revisions. I found that the L1, bilingual and L2 graduate writers in this
study learned how to selectively choose comments that they thought would best help them revise
their writing. Munir (L1) and Tyler (bilingual) emphasized grammatical issues when they revised
their work because they did not have many comments about the content. Donna preferred trusting
some proofreading comments from L1 writers because she thought that native speakers of English
could provide more reliable grammar feedback. Carlos and Kadar focused on both content and
grammar comments from their friends for their revisions. They frequently selected and followed
feedback that could develop their texts. All participants in this study made some writing progress
and presented different perspectives about their peer review experiences. Munir, Tyler, and Donna
indicated that their peer review experiences were somewhat negative because they did not receive
more useful or enough comments from their peer review group members. Though they expressed
frustration about these peer review results, they were very active and fully participated in peer
review sessions, and they were pleased that they could be helpful to the other students. In contrast,
Carlos and Kadar were content with their peer review sessions. They had positive thoughts about
peer review since they believed it enhanced their writing development, and they mainly obtained
beneficial feedback in peer review sessions.
Question #3: How do these strategies compare with the strategies used in (a) peer review
groups of students from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines, (b) of students
from different language backgrounds but similar disciplines, (c) of students from similar language
backgrounds and disciplines, and (d) of students from different language backgrounds and
disciplines?
The L1 and L2 graduate writers used various peer review strategies in different situations.
In level of effectiveness, the most challenging peer review combinations are as follows:
1. Students from different language backgrounds and disciplines.
2. Students from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines.
3. Students from different language backgrounds but similar disciplines.
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4. Students from similar language backgrounds and disciplines.
The most challenge was when a peer review group had students who were from various
language backgrounds and disciplines. The least challenge was when a peer review team that
contained members who had the same language backgrounds and fields of study. The L1 and L2
graduate writers in my research said that that the differences of disciplines were major concerns in
their peer review sessions. They preferred working with the students who were from the same
disciplines.
7.2

Limitation of the Study and Future Research
There were some limitations in this study. For instance, though this research included all

of the students’ writing drafts from the whole semester, the data analysis did not focus on the
drafts. I examined only the oral feedback during face-to-face peer review sessions rather than the
written comments in the drafts. To find out more about how L1 and L2 graduate writers work in
peer review groups and how they revise their texts, written feedback from the students’ drafts
should be more explored in further studies.
Another limitation was that the number of participants; I only studied five students from a
single course. These case studies can only suggest some significant findings about peer review on
a graduate level. Generalizing to larger groups of students cannot be done. It would be better if
future research can include more participants in different graduate classes and investigate in more
depth peer review processes. Since this research was a preliminary exploration, future studies
should be conducted for expanding the findings and strengthening the possibility of generalizing
to larger numbers of students.
7.3

Research Contributions
The results from my research could contribute to several previous studies. Mendonca and

Johnson (1994) studied how L2 writers work in peer review groups. They found that L2 writers
from different disciplines perform better in peer review because they had more negotiation
(Mendonca & Johnson, 1994). However, their research did not emphasize issues of the differences
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and similarities of language backgrounds and disciplines in L1 and L2 peer review. They only
focused on L2 peer review groups with similar and different disciplines. My study builds on their
research because I focused on more different groups of peer review: (a) peer review groups of
students from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines, (b) of students from different
language backgrounds but similar disciplines, (c) of students from similar language backgrounds
and disciplines, and (d) of students from different language backgrounds and disciplines. Unlike
Mendonca and Johnson’s (1994) research, I discovered that the various language backgrounds and
fields of study created more challenges in L1 and L2 peer review groups.
Mendonca and Johnson (1994) also revealed that L2 writers used these strategies during
peer review: asking questions, offering explanations, giving suggestions, restating what their peers
said or wrote, and correcting grammar mistakes. My research results expands their findings. I
found more peer review strategies in L1 and L2 peer review sessions: clarification, confirmation,
suggestions, explanations, questions, agreement, uncertain comments, disagreement, repetition,
examples, compliments, discouragement, and code. I additionally discovered another significant
finding from oral feedback in face-to-face peer review sessions. I revealed that the students used
a multistrategy approach which means they employed more than one strategy during each peer
review session.
Another point from Mendonca and Johnson’s (1994) study is that they reported that
students selectively used peer feedback for their revision. Similarly, my research found that L1
and L2 writers purposefully selected only helpful comments for revising their texts, and I received
this information directly from students’ interviews. Moreover, the students in my study had their
own strategy of how to select their peer comments for revision. For instance, Munir trusted
comments from peers who were from the same major as him. Tyler mainly focused on grammar
feedback. Donna chose comments from L1 writers to revise her writing. Kadar had to discuss the
comments with his peer review group members before he used them. Carlos selected both content
and proofreading comments.
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The findings of my research also connect to a study of Maher et al. (2008). They
investigated how L1 and L2 graduate students who were from the same discipline worked in a peer
review writing group. They revealed that L1 and L2 graduate writers used peer review to improve
their writing skills and support their academic and critical thinking skills. However, they did not
emphasize how the differences and similarities of language backgrounds and disciplines affected
peer review. My study indicated that not only the same fields of study but also similar linguistic
backgrounds can support the effectiveness of peer review. Students who are from similar language
backgrounds and disciplines have least challenges in peer review as well.
Lastly, my research can fill in a gap of Rouhi & Azizian’s (2013) study. They focused on
only the roles of a giver of feedback and a receiver of feedback in peer review and they noted that
L2 writers’ roles as a receiver of feedback gained more advantages in peer review. My study can
expand their results in different ways. For instance, L1 and L2 have more roles in peer review such
as authoritative readers, interpretive readers, probing readers, and collaborative readers. These
roles can facilitate peer review. The students’ roles also support the effectiveness of peer review.
Both a giver of feedback and a receiver of feedback can play important roles in peer review groups,
which can eventually lead to writing improvement.
To sum up, my research findings provided three main insights. First, it revealed that L1
and L2 graduate writers used many different strategies when they gave their friends feedback in
their peer review groups. They utilized more than one peer review strategy in each peer review
session. They mostly focused on clarification during peer review. They also had various roles (e.g.
authoritative readers, interpretive readers, probing readers, and collaborative readers) in peer
review groups, and the variety of their roles could support the effectiveness of peer review.
Next, the students purposefully selected only the helpful comments to revise their writing
and they learned how to improve peer review by practice. These L1 and L2 graduate writers also
learned how to improve their texts by employing peers’ feedback when they revised their work.
The students had both positive and negative peer review experiences, and these experiences
affected their revision.
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Finally, the findings indicated that a peer review group that consisted of the students who
were from various language backgrounds and disciplines encountered more challenges than a peer
review group that contained the students who had similar language backgrounds and fields of
study. These contributions could be useful for peer review effectiveness and writing development.
7.4

Pedagogical Applications and Recommendations
This study revealed some important results about peer review that have implications for

classroom practice. First, instructors should provide some lessons of peer review strategies at the
beginning of the semester as a preparation or warm-up activity. The lessons should include some
examples of peer review strategies such as “clarification” and “suggestions.” Instructors should
explain what each strategy is and discuss how to use the strategies in peer review. Providing peer
review demonstrations should also be helpful. Then, students should practice using the strategies
in peer review groups. For instance, instructors should help students ask for clarification when
they practice and guide them how to employ the strategies during peer review. Instructors may
suggest how to ask for clarification such as “what do you mean by this” and “please clarify what
you wrote here.” Alternatively, role-playing may be used for peer review practice. Instructors may
provide role-play scripts and students can learn when and why they need to use peer review
strategies. Finally, a follow-up activity should be provided. Students should have discussions about
the effectiveness of peer review from their practice, which strategy can be helpful for their peer
review groups, and how to improve peer review and their writing. From this pedagogical
implication, students should learn more how to apply peer review strategies to maximize outcomes
of peer review.
The next pedagogical application is that instructors should provide information about L1
and L2 interactions before students participate in peer review. Instructors may describe how L1
and L2 can effectively work together in peer review groups. L1 students can help their peers focus
on grammatical errors and L2 students can provide feedback about clarity of texts and organization
of writing. Both L1 and L2 students can use their writing strengths to assist other peer review
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members as both givers and receivers of feedback. These interactions will increase the
effectiveness of peer review.
To add to that, instructors should provide students with an overview of what peer review
consists of and why it is used. This will help students gain more understanding of the peer review
process since some students have never had any peer review experiences. Some students may not
understand why they need to participate in peer review, and they may not be certain about how to
do peer review. Therefore, instructors should explain why peer review is needed, what peer review
is, and how to use it for writing development. The preparation about peer review should be
introduced in writing classes before peer review is implemented as a class activity.
Furthermore, instructors should monitor students while they are doing peer review. Some
students may encounter challenges in peer review groups. For example, they might not know how
to give their peers suggestions for revision, and as a result they passively wait to receive help. In
this situation, instructors should intervene during peer review sessions. They may encourage
students’ participation by asking them some questions or providing some guidelines of how to do
peer review. A part of this intervention can include surveying students at several times during the
semester about how well the peer reviews are working.

This information can help instructors

understand specific issues that might be relevant to an individual group or to the whole class.
Since teamwork is critical in peer review processes, instructors can work with students to
improve collaborative and teamwork skills. They can provide some examples of how to work as a
team. For instance, they may point out the importance of different roles in peer review groups such
as authoritative readers, interpretive readers, probing readers, and collaborative readers. If students
realize how their roles can contribute to peer review, they may be motivated to work in peer review
groups. Students’ recognition of collaborative and teamwork skills can improve peer review.
Lastly, the similarity of language backgrounds and fields of study is significant for peer
review; therefore, instructors should try to pair up students with similar language backgrounds and
disciplines. They should check students’ linguistic backgrounds and majors, and then arrange peer
review groups by focusing on the most similarity. This will help students have more effective peer
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review since the same language backgrounds and disciplines support their peer review and writing
development.
7.4.1 Recommendations from Research Participants
The L1 and L2 writers from this study had some suggestions about how to develop peer
review and how to make it more effective. For example, Tyler offered some suggestions to improve
the class. He suggested that the class should offer an interest group instead of a content group. At
the beginning of the semester, an instructor might provide a survey to check students’ interests
about their writing. Then, students might be categorized in a group by focusing on their interests.
He explained:
Something that I would do is, just to improve the class, is maybe not focus on that
content group. Instead of a content group, maybe do an interest group, and instead of
categorizing them by field, just do something like a survey at the beginning of the class.
So saying, we have these majors writing about this stuff. Would you like to read or What
are you most interested in reading? Because if you're not interested in reading that, you're
never going to be paying attention to the details.
He also mentioned that students may feel bored if they are not interested in the topics that students
in peer review groups are writing about. The interesting topics may make students participate
more:
…So I was interested in my proofreading group's information, because I thought it was
really interesting, and I tend to look more closely at those than at that things that I'm not
interested in. Like I said, someone was falling asleep over my paper, and I'm like, well, if
you're not interested in it, let someone else read it that might be interested in it. So I think
that would be – and you're not going to have everyone be interested in everything, or some
areas might be more interesting to a lot of people, so that's definitely a problem.
As Tyler said, the instructor could not force students to be interested in all subjects. Alternatively,
students should have some opportunities to change a peer review group when they would like to.
This will help improve peer review because students will learn better in a team that is attractive to
them. Tyler noted that “…so maybe alternate groups just to make sure you're getting your money's
worth, because if you have people that are not interested in your writing, then you're not going to
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improve your content I think.” He believed that this option could solve some problems in a content
peer review group.
To improve a proofreading peer review group, Tyler provided some alternate ways to make
peer review better. Although students came from different language backgrounds and fields of
study, they should all be able to contribute in peer review. Students have some abilities in English;
therefore, they can be helpful at some point during peer review sessions. The focus of a
proofreading group should be about how to make the texts become better pieces of academic
writing, and the writing purposes should be highlighted in peer review. He mentioned:
The proofreading groups, no matter who reviews your paper, I think you're going to get
some good help, regardless of their background and their major, because English is written
in English, and you can't change that, I think. Unless of course the modern language
changes, and things like that. It's written a certain way, if you don't think it's formal enough,
then you have to read it and make it formal enough for your purposes.
Tyler also stated that an instructor should provide an overview of peer review and point
out how to work as a group and how to apply a teamwork skill in peer review. During peer review
sessions, the students should focus on the texts or writing and provide academic writing feedback
rather than personal problems:
And other thing is, there's personalities that are going to clash everywhere, so you're not
going to like everyone you're going to work with. Don't take anything personally. I would
make sure the class knows that at the beginning of the class. Make it very clear, do not
make things personal, because that person, he or she is in charge of making your writing
better, and if you don't get along with them, it's just awkward coming to class sometimes.
Not that I had any problems with my group. It's what happens with group work.
Kadar also had some advice for a better peer review environment. He indicated that he
recognized language backgrounds should not be a challenge for peer review because everyone in
the class knew English. He thought that students who were from different majors created more
problems in peer review:
At the end of this class, I have one comment or suggestion for this class. The only
problem as I see in whole class, there are different majors of students, different arts,
science, language, so the feedback from other student depends on this thing. There's no
problem with our mother language, there's no problem with our English background,
109

because we all learn English, and we all have different backgrounds, but the problem as I
see with our majors.
Also, Kadar suggested that an instructor should allow students to have a presentation about
their writing that they planned to work on in this class before they started doing peer review with
their group members. He explained:
But I have a solution, I want to suggest it for this class. When the students come to the
class from the first day, the professor has to determine two or three classes, which means
one week or two weeks for students to prepare presentations in their majors to explain
everything about for example the proposal or whatever they want to write in this class, so
they have to explain everything for students.
For other writing classes where students are working on the same assignment, presentations can
inform students of the topics of the papers. Students with knowledge or interest in these topics can
work together in peer review groups.
Kadar also explained that the presentations can be helpful for peer review groups because
students can have opportunities to present and discuss what they will be writing about. This can
help students have longer time for peer review because they do not need to spend more time for
explanations. He said:
…So like me, for example, I have to explain everything about my project, so I have to use
assignments, proposals, and the first and second paper, I have to explain to students what
I am doing, not only I want to do that, but deeply, to explain the species and how I can
describe it, and everything, and show them examples, and maybe 20 minutes or something
for the presentation, not only 2 minutes or something like this. Then everybody will be
familiar with my topic. Then when I start to work with them, they will understand what I
mean, even though I will explain it to them again and again.
Similar to Tyler, Kadar thought about differences of disciplines as a concern for peer
review. Though students were from the similar majors, they might not know the same topics of
writing. If students work on the same assignment but different topics in other writing classes,
instructors should group students by focusing on the most similar topics:
…And then, there's another thing, when the professor chooses groups of students, it
should be, if there's enough students and different majors, if he or she can, to put students
from similar areas or similar majors together, not only put them randomly. So that's better
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than – when you get someone in your major or at least in science, and he or she in science,
you can discuss different things with them. For example, I student science, and another
student comes in my group, and he has a paper in art or I don't know, business or something,
even sometimes computer science or something like this, I cannot deal with these issues,
even if he tries to explain it to me, and it is difficult for me. So professors have to at least
take this point in mind…
All of these students’ suggestions can add to the effectiveness of peer review pedagogy.
The findings of this research can serve as a guide for a writing class. In a broader view, the results
of this study can hopefully be supportive for student writers in American educational settings and
other countries all over the world.
7.5

Conclusion
My research focused on how L1 and L2 graduate student writers worked in peer review

sessions, how they revised their work after peer review, and how they used peer review strategies
in different peer review groups. I discovered that the L1 and L2 graduate student writers used a
multistrategy approach during peer review. In other words, they employed more than one peer
review strategy when they were working with their peer review group members. The most
frequently used peer review strategy was “clarification.” Also, I found that the students carefully
selected the suggestions for revision that they received and applied only those suggestions to their
writing process. These suggestions focused on the content of the paper and on how ideas were
expressed. Ultimately, this study revealed that the most challenging circumstance for peer review
was a peer review group containing students from various language backgrounds and disciplines
and the least challenging situation was a peer review team with students from similar language
backgrounds and fields of study. These findings can generate ideas for making peer review more
effective, and they can help enhance the development of students’ writing.
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Appendix A
Language History Survey
Language History Survey: Subject # ________ Date ___________
Language History Survey
This survey is designed to give us a better understanding of your experience with other
languages. We ask that you be as accurate as thorough as possible when answering the following
questions.
1. Gender


Female



Male
2. Age: ______ years
3. Native Country



United States



Other ___________________
4. What language(s) do you consider your native language(s)?
__________________________________________________
5. At what age did you learn English?
_________________________________________________
6. What Language(s) are spoken at home?
_________________________________________________
7. What Language did you learn first?
_________________________________________________
8. How long have you lived in the U.S.?
_________________________________________________
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9. Please RATE your abilities in English:
a. English reading proficiency. (1=not literate and 10 = very literate)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

b. English writing proficiency. (1=not literate and 10=very literate)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

c. English speaking ability. (1=not fluent and 10=very fluent)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

d. English speech comprehension ability. (1=unable to understand conversation and
10=perfectly able to understand)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

10. Do you speak any other languages?


No



Yes (please explain) _______________________________
_________________________________________________________
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Appendix B
Student Interview Questions
The interview for selected students includes these questions:
1. What do you think about your peer review experiences before/ while/ after taking this
class?
2. How do L1 and L2 graduate writers in your groups who are from similar language
backgrounds but different disciplines make a peer review effective for your writing development?
3. How do L1 and L2 graduate writers in your groups who are from different language
backgrounds but similar disciplines make a peer review effective for your writing development?
4. How do L1 and L2 graduate writers in your groups who are from similar language
backgrounds and disciplines make a peer review effective for your writing development?
5. How do L1 and L2 graduate writers in your groups who are from different language
backgrounds and disciplines make a peer review effective for your writing development?
6. If you think peer reviews are ineffective, what problems do you encounter in peer review
sessions?
7. What are strategies (e.g. explanations, clarifications, repetitions, etc.) that L1 and L2 in
your groups used in a peer review for helping you improve writing?
8. How do you use your friends’ comments to revise your writing?
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Appendix C
Instructor Interview Questions
The interview for the instructor/professor includes these questions:
1. What do you think about students’ peer review experiences before/ while/ after taking
this class?
2. In your view, what strategies do graduate writers from mixed language backgrounds and
different disciplines use in peer review sessions?
3. In your point of view, how do L1 and L2 graduate writers in the same groups who are
from similar language backgrounds but different disciplines make a peer review effective for their
writing development?
4. In your point of view, how do L1 and L2 graduate writers in the same groups who are
from different language backgrounds but similar disciplines make a peer review effective for their
writing development?
5. In your point of view, how do L1 and L2 graduate writers in the same groups who are
from similar language backgrounds and disciplines make a peer review effective for their writing
development?
6. In your point of view, how do L1 and L2 graduate writers in the same groups who are
from different language backgrounds and disciplines make a peer review effective for their writing
development?
7. What are strategies (e.g. explanations, clarifications, repetitions, etc.) that L1 and L2 in
the same groups used in a peer review for helping students improve writing?
8. Are there any problems that you see in mixed (L1 and L2) peer review sessions?
9. In your class, what do you think how students use their friends’ comments to revise their
writing?
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Appendix D
This is the instructor consent form.
University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent Form for Research Involving Human Subjects

Protocol Title: Peer Review in a Graduate Writing Class: Case Studies of First-and
Second- Language Students
Principal Investigator: Petcharat Saenpoch, doctoral candidate in Rhetoric/Composition
UTEP: English Department

Introduction
You are being asked to take part voluntarily in the research project described below. Please
take your time making a decision and feel free to discuss it with your friends and family. Before
agreeing to take part in this research study, it is important that you read the consent form that
describes the study. Please ask the study researcher or the study staff to explain any words or
information that you do not clearly understand.
Why is this study being done?
You have been asked to take part in a research study examining the functioning of peer
review between graduate students from different linguistic and disciplinary backgrounds. While
there has been a lot of research on peer review, very little research has focused on peer review
groups that include native (L1) and nonnative (L2) speakers of English and students from different
disciplinary backgrounds at a graduate level. This project intends to fill this gap. The purposes of
the study are to investigate how ESL graduate students use peer reviews for improving their writing
and to explore how L1 and L2 make peer reviews effective in ESL writing classes and other ESL
writing contexts where L1 and L2 students are in the same classes. It is important to study how L1
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and L2 writers work together in a writing class because they may create both positive and negative
impacts in peer review.
What is involved in the study?
The researcher would like permission to : (1) ask your students to spend about 3-5 minutes
to complete a Language History Survey at the beginning of the semester in a classroom, (2) video
and observe peer review sessions in your class a whole semester, (3) ask you to spend about 1015 minutes for each interview about peer review at the beginning of the semester, in the middle of
the semester, and at the end of the semester and record each interview, (4) ask your students to
spend about 10-15 minutes outside a classroom to write reflections about your peer review
experiences at the beginning of semester, in the middle of the semester, and at the end of the
semester, and (5) collect all of your students’ writing drafts at the end of the semester. Finally, no
extra work beyond your normal class responsibilities is involved in participating in this study.
What are the risks and discomforts of the study?
The presence of the researcher in your classroom may cause discomfort or disruption for
you or other students. Otherwise, there are no anticipated risks or discomforts involved in
participating.
Are there benefits to taking part in this study?
There will be no direct benefits to you for taking part in this study. However, this research
may help teachers like you develop more effective ways to implement peer review in classrooms
that include students from different linguistic and disciplinary backgrounds.
What other options are there?
You have the option not to take part in this study. There will be no penalties involved if
you choose not to take part in this study.
What are my costs?
There are no costs involved in participating.
Will I be paid to participate in this study?
You will not be paid for taking part in this research study.
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What if I want to withdraw, or am asked to withdraw from this study?
Taking part in this study is voluntary. You have the right to choose not to take part in this
study. If you do not take part in the study, there will be no penalty.
If you choose to take part, you have the right to stop at any time.
Who do I call if I have questions or problems?
You may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may call
Petcharat Saenpoch at (915) 667-7923 or email at psaenpoch@miners.utep.edu
If you have questions or concerns about your participation as a research subject, please
contact the UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (915-747-8841) or irb.orsp@utep.edu.
What about confidentiality?
Your part in this study is confidential. Any identifying or personal information will be
removed by the researcher. Any of your writing samples will be kept in secured places. Survey
data will be kept in a password-protected computer.
The results of this research study may be presented at meetings or in publications; however,
your identity will not be disclosed in those presentations. The only exception to this is if you
permit the researcher to share the video or audio of your interviews. If you allow this, be sure to
check the option when you sign this consent form below
Authorization Statement
I have read each page of this paper about the study (or it was read to me). I know that being
in this study is voluntary and I choose to be in this study. I know I can stop being in this study
without penalty. I will get a copy of this consent form now and can get information on results of
the study later if I wish.

___ check here if you give permission for the researcher to share video or audio of your
interviews in publications or at conferences.
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Participant Name: _______________________________ Date: _________________

Participant Signature: ____________________________

Consent form explained/witnessed by: __________________________
Signature: _______________

Printed name: __________________________________ Date: _____________________
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Appendix E
Appendix E
This is a student consent form.
University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent Form for Research Involving Human Subjects

Protocol Title: Peer Review in a Graduate Writing Class: Case Studies of First-and
Second- Language Students
Principal Investigator: Petcharat Saenpoch, doctoral candidate in Rhetoric/Composition
UTEP: English Department

Introduction
You are being asked to take part voluntarily in the research project described below. Please
take your time making a decision and feel free to discuss it with your friends and family. Before
agreeing to take part in this research study, it is important that you read the consent form that
describes the study. Please ask the study researcher or the study staff to explain any words or
information that you do not clearly understand.
Why is this study being done?
You have been asked to take part in a research study examining the functioning of peer
review between graduate students from different linguistic and disciplinary backgrounds. While
there has been a lot of research on peer review, very little research has focused on peer review
groups that include native (L1) and nonnative (L2) speakers of English and students from different
disciplinary backgrounds at a graduate level. This project intends to fill this gap. The purposes of
the study are to investigate how ESL graduate students use peer reviews for improving their writing
and to explore how L1 and L2 make peer reviews effective in ESL writing classes and other ESL
writing contexts where L1 and L2 students are in the same classes. It is important to study how L1
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and L2 writers work together in a writing class because they may create both positive and negative
impacts in peer review.
What is involved in the study?
If you agree to take part in this study, the researcher will: (1) ask you to spend about 3-5
minutes to complete a Language History Survey at the beginning of the semester in a classroom,
(2) video and observe your peer review sessions in a classroom a whole semester, (3) ask you to
spend about 10-15 minutes for each interview about your peer reviews in a classroom or at the
UTEP library at the beginning of the semester, in the middle of the semester, and at the end of the
semester and record each interview, (4) ask you to spend about 10-15 minutes outside a classroom
to write reflections about your peer review experiences at the beginning of semester, in the middle
of the semester, and at the end of the semester, and (5) collect all of your writing drafts at the end
of the semester. Finally, no extra work beyond your normal class responsibilities is involved in
participating in this study.
What are the risks and discomforts of the study?
You may feel uncomfortable being recorded or observed during peer review. Otherwise,
there are no anticipated risks or discomforts involved in participating.
Are there benefits to taking part in this study?
There will be no direct benefits to you for taking part in this study. However, this research
may help the researcher to understand your peer review experiences and you may improve your
awareness of how to use peer reviews for your writing revision. Also, this study may help the
researcher to improve the way teachers implement peer review in their classroom, helping future
students like you.
What other options are there?
You have the option not to take part in this study. There will be no penalties involved if
you choose not to take part in this study.
What are my costs?
There are no costs involved in participating.
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Will I be paid to participate in this study?
You will not be paid for taking part in this research study.
What if I want to withdraw, or am asked to withdraw from this study?
Taking part in this study is voluntary. You have the right to choose not to take part in this
study. If you do not take part in the study, there will be no penalty.
If you choose to take part, you have the right to stop at any time.
Who do I call if I have questions or problems?
You may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may call
Petcharat Saenpoch at (915) 667-7923 or email at psaenpoch@miners.utep.edu
If you have questions or concerns about your participation as a research subject, please
contact the UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (915-747-8841) or irb.orsp@utep.edu.
What about confidentiality?
Your part in this study is confidential. None of the information will identify you by name.
All records will be kept confidential. No reference will be made in oral or written report that could
link you to the study. Access to the videos of the peer review sessions and interviews will be
limited to a research investigator. Typed transcripts of the videos will be made and in those typed
transcripts pseudonyms will be used for all names of people. Any identifying or personal
information (with the exception of video recordings, which will necessarily record your face) will
be removed by the researcher. Any of your writing samples will be kept in secured places. Survey
data will be kept in a password-protected computer. At no point will your instructor have access
to any of the video or audio data that I collect.
The results of this research study may be presented at meetings or in publications; however,
your identity will not be disclosed in those presentations. The only exception to this is if you
permit the researcher to share the video or audio of your interactions. If you allow this, be sure to
check the option when you sign this consent form below.
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Authorization Statement
I have read each page of this paper about the study (or it was read to me). I know that being
in this study is voluntary and I choose to be in this study. I know I can stop being in this study
without penalty. I will get a copy of this consent form now and can get information on results of
the study later if I wish.

___ check here if you give permission for the researcher to share video or audio of your
peer interactions in publications or at conferences.

Participant Name: _______________________________ Date: _________________

Participant Signature: ____________________________

Consent form explained/witnessed by: __________________________
Signature: _______________

Printed name: __________________________________ Date: _____________________
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